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' Policies are also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
men’s Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
and at Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 

4 R, KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


THE 


ASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 


INSURANCE COMPANY, Ltp. 
a HEAD OFFICE: 37, PRINCESS STREET, MANCHESTER, 





Established 1877. 


Capital, £200,000. 





This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE 
COURTS 


OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 
all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘CLIMAX ”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 
ACCIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, &c. 
Capital Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 

; CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 


BONDS are accepted by 








LA 


2 
ie 


"REVERSIONS BOUGHT. ) 
z Proposal Forms and full information-may be had at the Society's O,fices. 
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Current Topics. 


WE ARE requested to state, for the information of the pro- 
fession, that on and after Monday next, the 6th inst., the Law. 
Society’s offices will be removed to the Bell-yard side of the 
building, and that the entrance to them will be in Bell-yard 
only. 





Tue Apreat Lisr for the Trinity Sittings shews a slight 
reduction on the list for the Easter Sittings; there being then 
259 appeals, while there are now 242. A year ago there were 
300 appeals. There are 72 appeals from the Chancery Division, 
as against 58 a year ago, but only two from the Probate, &c, 
Division. 





Tae Cuancery Cause List has been worked down from 295 
causes and matters at the commencement of the Easter Sittings 
to 263. A year ago there were only 226. There are 24 
company matters. 





Tue Krve’s Bencu Cause Lists shew a substantial reduction 
in the total number of causes. At the commencement of the 
Easer Sittings there were 731 causes, and now there are618. A 
year ago there were 573. The main accumulation of arrears is 
now in the Probate, &c., Division, the lists of which shew a total 
of 474 causes, of which no fewer than 146 are undefended 
probate and divorce causes. How two judges are to cope with 
these arrears is not apparent. 





Tux Poxtticat aspects of the licensing question do not con- 
cern this journal; but the statement is so constantly made at 
meetings that the Bill proposes to greatly curtail the powers of 
local justices, that a few words as to the real state of things 
seem to be required. Considering, in the first place, county 
justices: as the law now stands, the justices of a licensing 
district have a very large discretion to refuse to renew a licence. 
When they do refuse, however, there is a right of appeal to 
quarter sessions, and it may safely be said that this right is 
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almost always exercised when the refusal to renew is on what 
are known as public grounds. Therefore, now it is with 
quarter sessions that the final closing of a house rests. A re- 
newal is sometimes refused because of the bad management of 
the house, the character of the licence-holder, the state of the 
building, and such-like matters. To appeal against a refusal on 
these grounds is often quite hopeless, and in such cases fre- 
quently no appeal is lodged. The Bill does not touch the law 
as to refusals on these grounds. If the local justices refuse, 
and there is no appeal, the house isclosed. A slight change, 
however, is made with regard to closing on public grounds. 
The local justices will not themselves be able to refuse in form, 
but if they are of opinion that a refusal is advisable, they may 
refer the matter to quarter sessions with their report thereon, 
which is very like a refusal in fact. If the local justices renew, 
their decision will be final; if they do not wish to renew, 
they will refer the matter to quarter sessions to decide. But 
unless the local justices do refer the matter to quarter sessions, 
quarter sessions will have no jurisdiction. Therefore, the change is 
little more than one of procedure, and it is hard to see that 
there has been any real weakening of the powers of local 
justices in counties. Now let us consider the county boroughs. 
All the justices of a town may be fairly considered local justices. 
With regard to refusals to renew for misconduct and so forth 
the Bill proposes no change; and so, as it stands at present, 
appeals from licensing justices will be to the county quarter 
sessions. But with regard to refusals to renew on public grounds, 
the power of the county quarter sessions to disregard the wishes 
of the local justices and overrule their discretion is to be taken 
away. As in the counties, if the borough licensing justices think 
fit, they may refer the question of a renewal on public grounds. 
But they are not to refer it to the county quarter sessions, who 
under the existing law have the final decision, but to the whole 
body of the borough justices, presided over by their recorder. 
Therefore, in boroughs it is the local justices who have the last 
word, and their power is vastly increased by the provisions of the 
Bill. Hence the statement that the Bill proposes to greatly 
curtail the powers of local justices will hardly bear examination. 





In awn action for breach of a contract for the sale of goods the 
ordinary questions are—where goods are sold by description— 
whether the goods delivered correspond with the description, 
and—where goods are sold with a warranty of quality—whether 
there has been a breach of the warranty. The law of England 
has always considered that these questions should be determined 
by a jury, though they are often at the present day submitted to 
a mercantile arbitrator. Buta new head of law has been created 
by the Adulteration Acts, under which similar questions are to 
be decided by justices or stipendiary magistrates. The magistrate 
for North London has just been required to give an accurate 
definition of the term “brandy,” and to decide whether a 
particular spirit sold to a purchaser corresponded with the 
description “‘ brandy.” We are inclined to think that a large 

roportion of those who are in the habit of consuming spirits 
ve 7 little knowledge of their ingredients or of the process 
by which they are manufactured, but this is, of course, 
no reason why the vendor of spirits by description should 
not be held to his bargain. e have found no previous 
decision as to what is included in the term “brandy,” but, as 
might fairly be expected from the usage of the majority of the 
population, the question whether a liquid was within the mean- 
ing of the term “‘ gin” came up for decision many years ago. 
In Webb v. Knight (2 Q. B. D. 530) the defendant was charged 
with selling as gin (which, following the interpretation clauses 
of the Act, is oddly enough described as an “ article of food ’’) 
an article which was not of the nature, substance, and 
quality of that demanded by the purchaser. Upon proof 
that the liquid sold contained 43:15 per cent. of water, 
and that there was no recognized standard of alcoholic 
strength for gin, but that it varied from proof to twenty under 
proof, it was held that the defendant was properly convicted, for 
it was a question for the magistrate whether the amount of 
dilution was in excess of what was reasonable. In the North 
Lonion case the question was not, strictly speaking, one of 
adulteration, but whetherthe liquid corresponded with the descrip- 





tion ‘‘ brandy.” The magistrate defined “ brandy ” us an alcoholi 
liquor, the spirit of which is obtained by the distillation of wing 
from the grape, and held that the article sold did not correspond 
with this description. We are under the impression that in many 
regions of the Continent a spirit is sold as brandy which jg 
really derived from potatoes, and that this beverage satisfies the 
tastes of a large proportion of the purchasers. But we are 
wholly satisfied with the decision of the magistrate, as it tends 
to prevent confusion between articles which are in their nature 
wholly distinct. 





Tue pxcrsron of the Court of Appeal in Moseley v. Koffyfontein 
Mines (Limited) (ante, p. 507) appears to be a sufficiently simple 
application of the rule that shares in a limited company cannot 
be issued at a discount. With debentures it is different, and 
there is no objection to a company issuing its debentures in 
this manner: Ae <Anglo-Danubian, §c., Co, (LL. R. 20 Eq. 339), 
Webb v. Shropshire Railways Co. (1893, 3 Ch. 307). In the above 
case the company took advantage of this latter power, and they 
offered 80,000 5 per cent. first mortgage debentures for issue 
at the price of £80 for every £100 debenture. But at the same 
time they stated that debenture-holders would at any time prior 
to the Ist of May, 1909, have the right of exchanging these 
debentures for fully-paid shares in the company at the rate 
of one £1 fully-paid share for every £1 of the nominal amount 
of the debentures. It is obvious that this scheme might, if 
such had been the intention, have been worked so as to enable 
persons to obtain an immediate allotment of £100 of shares in 
nominal value for £80, They would only have had to sub- 
scribe for that amount of debentures and then call for an 
exchange for paid-up shares on the terms of the circular. 
Although this doubtless was not the intention, yet the court 
could hardly, having regard to the recent authorities on the 
issue of shares at a discount, have allowed the scheme to pro- 
ceed. Of course, if there had been no agreement to exchange 
debentures for paid-up shares made at the time of issue of the 
debentures, it would have been perfectly competent for the com- 
pany to effect such an exchange afterwards. A company is 
entitled to issue shares, not only for cash to the full 
nominal amount, but also for any consideration which has 
a substantial value, and unless it is, on the face of it, of 
less pecuniary value than the nominal amount of the shares, the 
consideration constitutes due payment for the shares. The 
debentures, after they had been issued, would have been a con- 
sideration of this kind. They would each have constituted a 
claim against the company for £100, and by issuing shares to 
that amount the company would have got rid of the claim. But 
while this might well have been done as an independent trans- 
action after the issue of the debentures, it was different when 
the right to effect the exchange was proposed to be given at the 
time of issue. The Court of Appeal accordingly acceded to the 
motion made by the plaintiff, on behalf of himself and the other 
shareholders, and, reversing Buck.ey, J., restrained the directors 
from proceeding with the issue of debentures on the proposed 
lines upon the ground, as stated by Vavenan Witiiams, LJ., 
that the issue was open to abuse, even if the agreement was not 
illusory, but a real agreement honestly made. 





Ir 1s frequently a matter of some nicety to determine whether 
a claim is within the Limitation Act, 1623 (21 Jac. 1, c. 16), 90 
as to be barred by the lapse of six years, or whether it is only 
subject to the twenty years’ limitation under the Civil Procedure 
Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Will. 4, c, 42). The former Act applies, as is 
well known, to claims in tort and to actions founded on simple 
contract ; the latter applies, inter alia, to ‘<all actions of covenant 
or debt upon any bond or other specialty.”” In the recent case 0 
Re Artizans’ Land and Mortgage Corporation (1904, 1 Ch. 796) the 
question arose whether the right of a shareholder to dividends 
and to capital, the return of which had been sanctioned by the 
court, is a specialty debt so as to be within the longer 
period of limitation. As regards the claim of a company 
against the shareholder for calls, it has been decided that 
where the company is governed by deed of settlement (2 
Portsmouth Banking Co., Li. R. 2 Eq. 167), or is incorporated by 





| statute, whether the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, and a special 
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Act (Corke and Bandon Railway Co. v. Goode, 13 C. B. 826), or 
the Companies Act, 1862 (Buck v. Robson, L. R. 10 Eq. 629), 
the claim of the company is founded on specialty, and it would 
be strange if the shareholder was in a less favoured position as 
against the company. It has, indeed, been argued that the 
company is a trustee for the shareholder in respect of dividends 
declared but not paid, so as to entitle the shareholder to recover 
them even after twenty years, but this contention was rejected 
by the Court of Appeal in Ireland in Smith v. Cork and Bandon 
Railway Co, (Ir. R. 5 Eq. 65), and by Romen, J., in Re Severn, 
§c., Railway Co, (1896, 1 Ch. 559). “The entry,” said Romer, 
J., ‘in the books of a debtor of a liability to a creditor does not 
constitute the debtor a trustee of the amount of that liability for 
the creditor’’; and the relation between the company and the 
shareholder is not higher than that of debtor and creditor. 
But while the statute is not excluded by the existence of a trust, 
the shareholder is entitled to be treated as a specialty creditor, 
at any rate if a certificate under seal has been issued to him 
referring to the memorandum and articles of the company. A 
decision to this effect was given recently in Ireland in 2 
Drogheda Steam Packet Co, (1903, 1 Ir. R. 512), and the same 
view was taken by Byrng, J., in Re Artizans’ Land and Mort- 
gage Corporation (supra). The existence of a certificate under 
seal seems, indeed, to make the shareholder as much a specialty 
creditor as though his claim were secured by an ordinary deed. 
When the dividend has been declared, he makes his title to it 
through the certificate, and this being under seal, he is 
necessarily a specialty creditor; and it is the same when 
capital has become repayable under a scheme for reduction 
which has been sanctioned by the court. But when, as some- 
times happens, no certificates are issued, this reasoning does not 
apply, and it remains to be seen whether upon other grounds a 
shareholder could make out that he was a specialty creditor for 
dividends or capital so as to be entitled to the longer period of 
limitation. 





A point of some interest upon the construction of the Pawn- 
brokers Act, 1872, was raised before one of the metropolitan 
police magistrates last week. By section 31 of the Act ‘‘if a 
pawnbroker, without reasonable excuse (proof whereof shall be 
upon him), neglects or refuses to deliver a pledge to the person 
entitled to have delivery thereof under this Act, he shall be 
guilty of an offence against this Act, and a court of summary 
jurisdiction may, if the court thinks fit, with or without imposing 
a penalty, order the delivery of the pledge on payment of the 
amount of the loan and profit.” A pawnbroker was summoned 
under this section for neglecting or refusing to deliver a pledge, 
a black silk dress, to the pledgor. It appeared that the dress 
was originally pledged with another pawnbroker whose stock 
was afterwards purchased by the defendant. The complainant 
went to the defendant’s shop in February of this year, and after 
paying the arrears of interest, re-pledged the dress, the defendant 
having then no doubt that the dress was in his possession. But 
when subsequently the complainant proposed to redeem the pledge, 
the defendant stated that the dress was not in his shop, and 
in fact had never come into his possession, having appar- 
ently been lost during the transfer of the stock from the other 
pawnbroker. At the hearing of the summons it was contended 
on behalf of the defendant that there had been no neglect 
or refusal to deliver the dress to the complainant, for it had 
never been in the possession of the defendant, and that the Act 
was not meant to apply toa case where the article had been lost. 
The magistrate appears to have suggested that there might be 
an estoppel by conduct on the part of the defendant, and that 
by allowing the complainant to renew the pledge, he had 
impliedly acknowledged that the dress was in his possession. 
In the result the complaint was withdrawn, the parties having 
agreed upon a settlement. We have great difficulty in seeing 
that the law of estoppel has any application in the construction 
of this section, which appears to assume that the article pledged 
is actually in the possession of the pawnbroker, and gives the 
pledgor a remedy in the nature of specific performance 
of the contract. If the article, having been in the posses- 
sion of the pawnbroker, had been lost by accident, it 
cannot be supposed that the Legislature would require him 
to do what was no longer possible—iv., to deliver it to 


Coggs v. Bernard (2 Ld. Raym. 909), is that the pawnee is bound 
to use ordinary diligence in the care and saf of the pawn, 
but heis not bound to use more, and, therefore, if it be lost not- 
withstanding such diligence, he shall still resort to the pawnor 
for his debt. Under this law the original pledgee might have 
escaped from liability upon proof that he had acted with ordinary 
care, and we cannot see why the person to whom the stock was 
transferred should be in a different position, The summary 
proceeding was intended to provide a convenient remedy for the 
pledgor, but was not meant to extend the rights which he 
possessed under a contract of pledge. 





In THE casE of Sullivan v. Creed (Ir. Rep. 1904, 2 K. B. D. 
317) the Irish Court of Appeal had to consider whether an 
injury to the plaintiff was due to the negligence of the defend- 
ant in laying aside a loaded guu. It appeared that.the defend- 
ant on a Sunday morning went out to shoot rabbits, and having 
loaded bis gun, put it on full cock. He found no rabbits and 
did not discharge the gun, but left it loaded and cocked stand- 
ing against a fence on his lands and beside a stile through the 
fence, which stile led to a private and short passage to his house 
from the public road.. He then visited some potato fields with 
a friend, and afterwards entered a cottage and remained there 
reading a newspaper for some short time. After coming out of the 
cottage he heard the report of the discharge of a gun. The 
plaintiff, a boy of sixteen years old, was returning home from 
Mass by the public road, and on his way met Daniex Orgep, a 
son of the defendant, aged fifteen or sixteen, and two other boys. 
Danret Creep left them at a gap leading to the defendant’s 
house. The plaintiff and the two other boys continued along 
the high road, and had gone about twenty-five yards when he 
heard Danret Creep, who had come back to the high road, cry 
“ Hi, lads!” The plaintiff looked round, and saw a gun in Danie. 
Creep’s hands pointed towards him. The gun went off; the 
plaintiff was hit in the eye and lost thesight of it. The son was 
called as a witness for the plaintiff, and said, ‘‘I saw the gun. 
It was up against the ditch near the gap. I saw it the moment 
I went through the gap. I was playing with the gun. I did 
not know it was loaded.” No evidence having been called for 
the defendant, the jury were asked to assess the damages in case 
the defendant was liable, and these were fixed at £50, but a 
verdict was entered for the defendant ; Kenny, J., who presided 
at the trial, being of opinion that the defendant was not legally 
responsible for the act of his son. Upon a motion to enter the 
verdict for the plaintiff, it was contended that there was sufficient 
evidence to warrant a verdict in his favour, for it was the duty 
of the defendant to use reasonable care to prevent any mischief 
of which there might be a reasonable apprehension. The 
defendant, on the other hand, contended that the negligence in 
firing the gun, which was the proximate cause ofthe injury to 
the plaintiff, was the act of a third person, and that it was a mere 
accident that this person was the defendant’s son. The King’s 
Bench Division (Patxzs, C.B., and Grssoy,J., Born, J., dissenting) 
ordered that the verdict should entered for the plaintiff, and their 
decision wassupported bythe CourtofAppeal. Whilethinking that 
the case was on the border line, the learned judges were clearly 
of opinion that the jury might reasonably come to the conclusion 
that the defendant, as a reasonable man, ought reasonably to 


have anticipated the consequences which ensued. The case may 
be added to many others in the lish courts which relate to 
reckless dealing with firearms, and though each case must more 


or less depend upon its particular circumstances, we think the 
decision may be rofitably consulted by those who have to 
consider the liability of persons in possession of dangerous 
instruments. 





AN INTERESTING decision has been given by Swrvren Eapy, J., 
in Re Heathcote (1904, 1 Ch. 826) on the effect of the exception 
in section 2 of the Accumulations Act, 1800 (Thellusson Act, 
39 & 40 Geo. 3, c. 98), that “ nothing in this Act contained shall 
extend to any provision for payment of debts of any grantor, 
settlor, devisor, or other person or persons.” In that case a 
trust had been created, by will, for the accumulation of rents 





and profits for the discharge of certain specified incymbrances 





the pledgor. The general law, as laid down by Horr, C.J., in 
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amounting to £116,000, and the testator empowered his trustees 
to sell his real estate and apply the proceeds in discharge of 
incumbrances, but so that if this was done in discharge of any 
oi the specified incumbrances, the amount should be repaid 
to capital out of the accumulations of income when 
sufficient for that purpose. Part of the real estate was 
sold under the powers of the Settled Land Acts, and the 
proceeds applied in discharging £100,000 of the specified 
incumbrances. The remaining £16,000 was discharged out of 
the proceeds of real estate sold by the trustees under their 
power of sale. To the £100,000 thus paid off the recoupment 
clause in the will did not apply, and it was admitted that to that 
extent the income accumulation fund was relieved. But as to 
the £16,000 the recoupment clause would be operative unless this 
was forbidden by the Thellusson Act. As we have seen, 
however, the exception in section 2 only applies where the 
accumulation is for payment of debts. Where the debts have 
been already paid out of a part of the testator’s estate properly 
applicable for the purpose, there can be no further payment of 
debts, for the debts as such are gone. This accumulation can now 
be only for the purpose of recouping the fund out of which the 
debts have been paid, and this is not a purpose specified in the 
Thellusson Act as authorizing the extension of accumulations 
beyond the prescribed periods. This view was taken by Hatt, 
V.C., in Zewart v. Lawson (L. R. 18 Eq. 490). In that case, 
indeed, there was no express direction for recoupment, but it 
was suggested that one ought to be read into the will, and the 
learned Vice-Chancellor held that, even so, the provision could 
not have ‘effect given to it. Similarly in the present case 
Swiyxren Eapy, J., held that, inasmuch as the defendants had 
been in fact paid off, there was no further legal ground for 
giving effect to the trust for accumulation, and it had, accordingly, 
come to an end. 








Covenants in Public-house Leases 
for the Protection of Licences. 


Tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Wilson v. Tuwamley 
(1904, 2 K. B. 99) emphasizes the care which is required to be 
exercised in drafting the covenants in a lease of a public-house 
if the lessor is to be adequately protected against the risk of the 
forfeiture of the licence through the misconduct of the occupier 
or his servants. In that case the lease contained a covenant 
by the lessee for himself, his heirs, executors, administrators, 
and assigns, of which the following is the material part: 
‘‘And particularly will not do, or suffer to be done, on 
the said premises, or any part thereof, any act whereby 
the licences necessary for using the said messuage and 
premises as an inn, beerhouse, or public-house, with 
billiards, as now used, may be forfeited, or indorsed, or 
the renewal withheld.” There was also a covenant against 
underletting without the consent in writing of the lessor, such 
consent not to be unreasonably withheld on a responsible tenant 
being offered with satisfactory references. ‘The lease was 
assigned to the defendant with the lessor’s consent, and he 
subsequently underlet the premises, without such consent, to one 
Kingston, who covenanted in the underlease to maintain and 
keep in full force, and, when necessary, renew the existing 
licence in respect of the house, and conduct the same in a proper 
and orderly manner, and not to do any act whereby such licence 
might be imperilled, liable to be forfeited, or prejudicially 
affected. A servant in Krncston’s employ served a drunken man 
with liquor, and Kixcston was convicted of an offence against 
the licensing laws, and the conviction was indorsed on the licence. 
In consequence of this the renewal of the licence was refused. 
The question thereupon arose whether the defendant, as assignee 
of the lease, was liable under the above covenant in the lease 
to make good the damage caused to the lessor by the loss of the 
licence, and this depended on whether the covenant was so 
drawn as to make the lessee or assignee liable for the acts of an 
underlessee. 

As already stated, the covenant was that the lessee and his 
assigns would not do or suffer to be done any act whereby the 
licences might be forfeited. The construction of a covenant of 
this nature Wds very much considered in Bryant v. Hancock 





§ Co, (1898, 1 Q. B. 716; 1899, A. C, 442), but, owing 
to the very special form of the covenant, the case jg 
not of any great value as to such covenants in general, 
save so far as it decides that a sub-lessee is not, in this connec. 
tion, to be treated as an assign. The covenant was divisible into 
three parts. The lessee covenanted that he and his assigns (1) 
would keep the premises open every lawful day, and conduct 
the business in a proper and orderly manner, “so as to afford 
no ground or pretence for discontinuing the licences thereof” 
(2) would not “ wilfully do or suffer any act or thing which 
might . . be a reasonable ground for the withdrawing 
or withholding of all or any of the licences for sale of beer and 
ale, wine and spirituous liquors therein” ; and (3) would “ from 
time to time during the continuance of the term of the lease 
apply for, and do or cause to be done all and what- 
soever should be requisite for the renewal of such licences,” 
The main point upon the covenant was that the word 
“discontinuing” in branch 1, and the words “ with- 
drawing or withholding” sin branch 2, might each be referred 
either to forfeiture or non-renewal; but inasmuch as branch 
2 contained the word ‘‘wilfully” it was considered to be 
necessary to assign to it a different scope from branch 1, 
and hence it was held that branch 1 referred to forfeiture and 
branch 2 to non-renewal. In fact, there had been no forfeiture, 
but the justices had refused to renew the licence on the ground 
of the misconduct of the occupier. Hence the case did not fall 
within branch 1, and, since there had been no wilful act or 
omission on the part of the lessee or his assigns, it did not fall 
within branch 2. 

Such is the whole of the real decision in Bryant v. Hancock § 
Co., but it seems to have been considered that had the case 
fallen within branch 1 of the covenant, the lessee would have 
been liable for the misconduct of his tenant. ‘“‘ This first part, 
in our judgment,” said A. L. Surrn, L.J. (1898, 1 Q. B., p. 720), 
“is an absolute covenant by the covenantor, his executors, admin- 
istrators, and assigns, against the forfeiture of an existing licence.” 
And, indeed, it would have been unnecessary to distinguish between 
the two branches of the covenant, unless the lessee would have 
been liable if the case had fallen within the first branch. But 
a reference to the terms of branch 1 will shew that it does 
not correspond to the covenant in the present case of Wilson v. 
Twamley (supra). In Bryant v. Hancock § Co. the covenant was 
positive ; that the lessee would conduct the business in a proper 
and orderly manner so as to afford no ground for discontinuing 
the licences, and this might well be construed as a guarantee 
that the business should be so conducted whoever was in 
possession. But in Wilson v. 7wamley the covenant was negative; 
that the lessee would not do or suffer to be done upon the 
premises any act whereby the licences might be forfeited, 
&c. The earlier part of the covenant was, indeed, in 
positive form—that the lessee would use the premises as apublic- 
house only; but the Court of Appeal declined to construe this 
as an absolute covenant that the premises should always remain 
licensed. The question was really whether the lessee had 
“suffered ” to be done the act which led to the withdrawal of 
the licence. 

Upon this the decision of the Exchequer Chamber in 
Toleman v. Portbury (18 W. R. 579, L. R. 5 Q. B. 288) is in 
point. There a lease contained a covenant by the lessee that he 
would not permit any sale by public auction to take place on the 

remises without the consent in writing of the lessor. The 
essee underlet the premises to a tenant who allowed a sale by 
auction to take place without the lessor’s consent. It was held in 
ejectment that there had been no forfeiture of the lease because 
the lessor had not proved that the lessee had permitted the 
sale, it being essential in a case of forfeiture to prove strictly 
the cause of forfeiture. But in fact the question appears to be 
the same, whether the proceedings are for breach of covenant 
or for forfeiture for such breach. If there is a breach there 
must be a forfeiture, and in the present case the Court of Ap 
treated Zoleman v. Portbury as deciding that a lessee does not 
“suffer” his under-tenant to do an act within the meaning 
of the covenant. For this result to follow the occupier whose 
act causes the loss of the licence must be the servant of or 
otherwise under the control of the lessee. ‘A inan,” said 
Romer, LJ.j “may do an act himself, or by his servant oF 
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agent, but not by his under-tenant, unless he has expressly 
authorized him to do the act.” Hence the lessee was not liable 
on the covenant. It follows that where a lesser wishes to protect 
himself against the loss of the licence through the misconduct 
of an under-tenant, he should require the lessee to enter into a 

ositive covenant so to conduct and manage the premises that 
the licences shall not become liable to be forfeited or withdrawn 
by reason of the act or omission of the lessee or his assigns, or 
the person lawfully in occupation for the time being. 








Vesting Declarations. 


TuzRE are few conveyancing forms in which one observes in 
ractice more variety than the vesting declaration which has 
—- so common in appointments of new trustees. This is 
apparently a field in which the articled clerk runs riot, and as 
the main object of that ingenious person is not infrequently to 
save himself labour in copying out precedents—a servile task 
quite unworthy of his distinguished attainments—some very 
closely clipped forms have been from time to time sent forth to 
bear the brunt of objections.and requisitions on future dealings 
with the property. As there can be no tempering of the wind 
to these shorn lambs, it may be well to try to instil into their 
putative parents some regard to the conditions on which the 
well-being of their offspring depends. 

The vesting declaration is, of course, a statutory creation, and 
depends for its efficacy upon the observance of the statutory 
conditions now contained in section 12 of the Trustee Act, 1893. 
These are the following : 

(1) The declaration must be contained in the deed by which 
a new trustee is appointed to perform a trust ; 

(2) The declaration must be made by the appointor of such 
new trustee; and 

(3) The declaration must be to the effect that an “ estate or 
interest” in land or chattels shall vest, and such estate or 
interest must necessarily be specified or ascertained by the 
declaration, since such declaration only operates to vest “in the 
persons who by virtue of the deed become and are the trustees 
for performing the trust,” “‘ that estate or interest” so previously 
specified or ascertained. 

The vesting declaration does not, of course, operate on the legal 
estate in copyhold or customary land, or on land conveyed by 
way of mortgage for securing money subject to the trust, or on 
shares or other property which are only transferable in books 
kept by a company or other body, or in manner directed by or 
under an Act of Parliament. This, however, is not a condition 
affecting the efficacy of vesting declarations in general, but a 
restriction on their operation. If a declaration includes any 
property of those classes, it will simply be inoperative as to such 
property, but will be valid and operative as to property of any 
other description referred to therein. It has, however, become 
usual to except property of the above-mentioned classes, probably 
cag motives of accuracy, and there can be no harm done by 
this. 

We may notice in passing that, under section 50 of the 
Trustee Act, 1893, the word “land” in section 12 includes 
manors and lordships, and reputed manors and lordships, and 


incorporeal, as well as corporeal, hereditaments, and any interest. 


therein, and also an undivided share of land; so ail these classes 
of property, if situate within the jurisdiction, may be vested by 
a vesting declaration. But the exception of ‘‘ customary land” 
is somewhat vague, and leaves open the question whether land 
subject to the custom of gavelkind or land of customary free- 
hold tenure can be vested by a declaration. We do not know of 
any judicial answer to these questions, but we should imagine it 
would be held that gavelkind lands and customary freeholds the 
alienation of which is completed hy a mere substitution of 
names in the manor roll may be vested by vesting declaration. 
If the above-mentioned conditions and restriction are observed, 
the statute does all the rest; it does not say that the declaration 
shall state or refer to the joint tenancy or trusts upon which the 
property is to be held, but it actually vests in the persons who, by 
virtue of the deed, become and are the trustees for performing the 
trust, ‘‘ as joint tenants, and for the purposes of the trust” the 
estate, interest, or right specified in the vesting declaration. 





Here, again, however, it has become usual to specify and * 
amplify the words given above between inverted commas, but 
we think that if reference is made to the joint tenancy and trusts, 
such reference should follow the words of the section. 

Another variation of the vesting declaration which has become 
somewhat usual is the addition to the names of the continuing 
and new trustees of the words “their heirs, executors, adminis- 
trators, and assigns respectively, according to the nature 
of the property.” Now section 12 of the Trustee Act, 
1893, requires the declaration to state that the estate or interest 
shall ‘‘ vest in the persons who by virtue of the deed become and 
are the trustees for performing the trust.” The heirs, or 
executors, or administrators of the continuing and new trustees 
are not at the date of the vesting declaration the trustees for 
performing the trust, hence, it is submitted, they should not be 
referred to in the declaration. There is, of course, no need for 
words of limitation. 

The odd thing is that, while conditions (1) and (2) above- 
mentioned are always observed, and the non-essential exceptions 
and statement of joint tenancy and trusts are frequently inserted, 
the fundamental condition (3) is, according to. our experience, 
not infrequently ignored. As already explained, it appears to 
us to be essential that the declaration should specify or ascertain 
the estate or interest in the property which is to be vested, and 
this is most conveniently done by using some such words as “ for 
all such estate or interest as [naming the present trustee or trustees 
had therein immediately before the execution of these presents.’ 

Perhaps we may venture to suggest the following as a proper 
form of vesting declaration. It complies with the usual, Pm 
not essential, practices above referred to. The first part will, 
of course, be varied according tothe nature of the property speci- 
fied in the schedule. Is does not appear to be necessary to have 
several schedules for several descriptions of property : they will 
be conveniently contained in one schedule, separated by appro- 
priate headings : 

And the said A. hereby declares that all and singular the 
{lands, hereditaments, chattels and effects, reversionary 
interests, policies, debts, and other things in action and 
property | specified in the schedule hereto, and the right to 
recover and receive all such debts or things in action, and 
all other (if any) the real and personal estate (including the 
right to recover and receive any debt or thing in action) 
which is now subject to the trusts of the said Indenture of 
Settlement [or the said will of the said B.] and is, by law, 
capable of being vested by this declaration, shall vest in the 
said A. and ©. as joint tenants for all such estate and 
interest as the said A. had therein respectively immediately 
before the execution of these presents and for the purposes of 
the trusts applicable thereto respectively by virtue of the said 
Indenture of Settlement [or will] or otherwise. 





Mr. T. Bridgewater, writing in the Journal of Comparative Legislation 
on his impressions as to the administration of justice in the United States, 
derived from a tour among the courts, says: ‘‘ Great dignity is given to 
the summing-up of the judge. The jury always stand while receiving the 
judge’s address, and the judge stands likewise, while so charging the jury. 
‘This is made even more impressive by all the doors being closed and no 
one being allowed to enter the court ; should even a lawyer do so, or even 
the district attorney prosecuting in the case, he is likely to be rebuked by 
the judge for discourtesy. It is questionable taste, although it would 
seem to be almost the invariable custom and practice in the administration 
of criminal justice in the English courts, to call a person tharged with an 
offence ‘ the prisoner,’ or ‘the prisoner at the bar’; in the courts of the 
United States it isan offence to do so. No judge, lawyer, or person is 
allowed to refer to a defendant as the ‘prisoner,’ who is invariably 
called the ‘defendant,’ and is courteously considered a plain citizen 
under detention until found guilty, occupying a seat at a table 
by the side of his counsel, and walkmg along tbe floor to 
the seat allotted, instead of coming up through a hole in the floor. There 
is never any unseemly dialogue between judge and defendant on trial, for 
every defendant (in nearly every State) must be defended by an advocate, 
and generally gratuitously, upon the principle that he (the advocate) is an 
officer of the court, and assumed these duties woen so appointed. Some 
States provide compensation for those who defend. The city of New York 
recognizes the services of a lawyer who defends in a murder charge by 
sending a fee of £100 from the city. The gratuitous defence of prisoners, 
so generally adopted in America, is a kindly and dignified act, and 
redounds to the credit of the American bar, and must bring them, as a 
body, an immense amount of respect, not only in their own country, but 
out of it, for a large proportion of crime in America is committed by 
persons of foreign nationality.” 
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Registration of Title.* 


THE work by Mr. NisiAck, of Chicago, and the article from 
Australia referred to below bear witness to the interest which the 
present controversy as to registration of title excites in different parts 
of the world. Mr. NIpLAck writes as an avowed opponent of the 
Torrens system as it has been recently introduced in Illinois and other 
States of the American Union, and he frankly confesses the possibility 
of his being influenced by business considerations. For twelve years 
he has been ons of the stockholders, officers, and attorneys of the 
Chicago Title and Trust Co, and while he does not consider that 
registration will destroy the business of abstract and title insurance 
companies as carried on in America, yet he admits that it will certain'y 
injure and lessen it. But while, owing to his business interests, he 
invites scrutiny of his opinions, he claims that he has endeavoured to 
be exact in every statement of fact made in his pages. 

One important consideration differentiates the Land Registration 
Acts of the States of the Union from the corresponding Acts in this 
country and its colonies. The fourteenth amendment to the constitu- 
tion of the United States declares that no State shall deprive any 
person of property without due process of law. Under the 
first Torrens Act passed for Illinois—‘‘ An Act concerning Land 
Titles,” approved the 13th of June, 1895—provision was made in 
the ordinary way that the owner of land might apply to the 
registrar for registration of his title, and that the registrar, if it 
appeared to him that the applicant was the owner of the land, might 
issue a certificate which, apparently, would confer an indefeasible 
title. But it was held in People v. Chase (165 Ill. 527) that the pro- 
vision turned an officer whose functions were merely ministerial into 
a judicial officer, and enabled him to deprive adverse claimants of 
their property without due process of law. This shewed that the 
constitutional conditions in America require that the issue of a 
certificate of absolute title shall be an incident in a properly con- 
stituted suit in which notice is given to all parties whose intereets 
are affected ; and hence the amended Illinois Act of 1897 provided that 
application for registration should be made to any court having 
Chancery jurisdiction in the county where the land is situated, and 
that the court should have power to inquire into the condition of the 
title and any lien or incumbrance on the land, and to make a decree 
establishing the title. The decreeis binding upon all persons, whether 
specifically mentioned in the application or not, save thatany person who 
is interested in the land and who has not been actually served with 
process or notified of the application may appeal within two years. 
It has been held, however (eople v. Simon, 176 Ill. 165, p. 176), that 
this latter provision again is invalid as an attempt to deprive a person 
of his vested rights without due process of law, so that it would seem 
that an applicant who desires to obtain an absolute title must make 
sure that all possible claimants are before the court. 


The same difficulty has arisen in other States and has been variously 
adjudicated upon. The Massachusetts Act provides that notice of the 
heey shall be served by publication ‘‘in some newspaper 
published in the district where any portion of the lands lie,” and 
by posting it ‘‘in a conspicuous place in each parcel of” the land 
fourteen days before the return day, and by mailing a copy “to 
every person named therein whose address is known’ within one 
week after publication in the newspaper. In Tyler v. Judges of Court 
of Registration (175 Mass. 71)—this and the other American references 
are taken from Mr. NIBLACK’s book—it was urged that the Act was 
unconstitutional in that the initial registration deprived all persons, 
except the registered owner, of any interest in the land without due 
process of law, but the Supreme Court of the State held it to be con- 
stitutional and valid, though it was considered that the Act ought to be 
amended so as to secure the service of actual notice on the persons inter- 
ested before the decree was entered. On the other hand, in Ohio, where 
the registration Act provided that immediately on the filing of the 
application to register the title the court should cause the applicant 
to give notice to all whom it might concern by newspaper advertise- 
ment once a week for four successive weeks, and that the application 
should be served on all persons named therein, it was held that this 
was insufficient to bring all parties before the court, and that the Act 
was unconstitutional: State v. Guilbert (66 Ohio St. 575). And in the 
Massachusetts case referred to above there was a weighty dissentient 
opinion to the same effect, the point taken being that the process 
prescribed by the statute was the process suitable to an admiralty 

ing in rem, while the process required under the constitution 
ore any person could be deprived of his property was a pro- 
ceeding in personam. 

These cases will be found instructive by anycne who wishes to 
investigate the distinction between actions in rem and actions in 
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personam, but the constitutional conditions of this country are too 
different to make it worth while to follow up the matter further in 
the present connection. It is enough to say that registration in 
America depends on the institution of a suit which, while ia many 
cases it may in practice be a friendly suit, may in case of serious 
defect of title develop into an ordinary suit with serious consequences 
to the applicant. Auother point in which the American registration 
Acts may come into conflict with the constitution is the indemnity 
fund. No such fund was established by our own Land Transfer Act 
of 1875. But it has since been recognized that it is essential to every 
workable scheme of registration, and it is now a common feature of 
registration Acts in all parts of the world. In America, however, 
the insurance of titles has become the business of companies estab- 
lished for that purpose, and it is therefore a serious question whether 
the State, by entering the same field, should compete with these 
companies. In Ohio it was held in State v. Guilbert (supra) that the 
provisions of the registration Act with respect to the insurance fund 
were unconstitutional. The contributions to the fund were a tax 
levied for the purpose of compensating persons who had been wrong- 
fully deprived of their property. But this was no “‘ public purpose” 
for which a tax could be properly imposed. ‘‘The terms of those 
sections of the Act,” said the court, ‘‘shew that the fund is to be 
raised to indemnify those whose lands have been wrongfully wrested 
from them under the earlier provisions uf the Act, and without due 
process of Jaw. When the provisions of the constitution are applied 
to this penitential scheme it at once becomes apparent thatit is at once 
both inadequate and forbidden.” Upon this point, again, it is needless 
to comment further. The effect of the decision in the Guilhert case 
was the repeal of the whole Act by the Legislature of Ohio in 
February, 1898. In this country the Parliament of «ach session is at 
liberty to pass what laws it pleases, and constitutional guarantees do 
not exist. Hence there is no question here of the validity of the 
provisions for insurance contained in the Land Transfer Act, 1897. 


It is more pertinent to turn to Mr. Nipiack’s remarks upon the 
application of compulsion to the system of registration of title. In 
America, as in this country, the advantages of the system do not 
commend themselves to the individual landowner, and its advocates 
are driven to what Mr. Nibpiack calls the ‘‘ desperate expedient 
of compulsion,’ They see compulsion adopted elsewhere—on 
the Continent of Europe, in Australia, and in London—and 
they desire to have recourse to a similar measure in America. 
Considering the fate which, as the above decisions shew, has 
already befallen registration Acts in that country, Mr. Nipiack 
has no difficulty in making out a strong case on the other side. Some 
of his criticisms are equally pertinent to this country. ‘‘ We know,” 
he says, ‘‘ that if the Torrens system is superior to the guaranty or 
abstract systems, and is better suited to the complex conditions in our 
large cities, it will succeed in spite of all opposition which can be made 
to it, and we also know that if it is inferior to those systems it will 
fail utterly in spite of compulsory legislation.” But he further points 
out that such success as the system has had has been attained in 
countries without constitutional limitations and restrictions, and it 
has still to be seen how it will work in a cofintry where every appli- 
cation for registration means the beginning of a law suit, and where 
grave doubt exists as to the legality of the insurance fund. In 
Illinois an Act has recently been passed which ‘enables the voters of 
any county which has adopted the Torrens Act of 1897 to make 
it compulsory on executors and on trustees under wills with power of 
sale to register their titles. In other words, since landowners 
refuse to register their titles in their lifetimes, the State insists 
that the title shall be registered at the expense of their families 
after their death. We gather from a note at p. 154 that. the 
passing of this measure was due to hostility to Mr. NIBLAOK's 
own company—The Chicago Title and Trust Co. A similar bill 
has recently been defeated in the Legislature of Massachusetts. 

A perusal of Mr. NrBuack’s interesting book shews that the question 
of registration of title is as acute in the United States as in this 
country. The article which Mr. Hocc contributed to the January 
number of the Law Quarterly Review under the title of ‘‘ The Break- 
down of the Lund Transfer Acts System in England,” is concerned 
with the remarkable result of these Acts which was emphasized by the 
judgment of Cozens-Hanrpy, L.J., in Cupital and Counties Bank v. 
Rhodes (51 W. R. 470; 1903, 1 Ch. 631), and he criticizes it from the 
point of view of an Australian lawyer who is accystomed to the work- 
ing of the Torrens system in that country. The Australian Acts do 
not, it appears, recognize thg possibility of any legal estate existing 
in registered land except in the estate of the registered proprietor, 
and they have no provision corresponding to section 49 of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1875. But that section, as Cozens-Harpy, L.J., pointed 
out, expressly preserves the right of any person, including the 
registered proprietor, to create estates in the land off the register, 
and hence a purchaser, entitled to the legal estate by convey- 
ance, who has once complied with the Act of 1897 by putting 
himself on the register, and has so got in the le 
estate, may’ afterwards deal with the legal estate off 
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register. Mr. Hoca makes suggestions for the amendment of the 
Land Transfer Acts, including the excision of section 49 of the Act 
of 1875, which would have the effect of avoiding this result, and 
of assimilating the operation of the registration Acts in this country 
and in Australia. But as the system in Eagland is still on its trial, 
we very much doubt whether the Lord Chancellor and the Land 
Registry officials will be anxious to raise the whole question by 
proposing such sweeping amendments. The Acts could scarcely be 
recast without an opportunity being given for an inquiry into their 
operation, and while this inquiry would be proper enough, it would 
hardly suit the purposes of the present advocates of registration. 








Reviews. 


Personal Property. 


GooDEVE’s MopERN LAW oF PERSONAL PROPERTY. FovuatH 
EpiTIoN. REVISED AND PARTLY RE-WRITTEN. By JonN HERBERT 
WitiiAMs, LL.B., and Wi~t1AmM Morsz.Crowpy, B.A., Barristers- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


The editors of the present edition of ‘‘Goodeve on Personal 
Property’ have succeeded in incorporating the recent law on the 
subject without increasing the size ot the work—a creditable achieve- 
ment, since the variety and importance of the topics dealt with must 
have presented strong temptation to expansion. The subject of 
companies, for instance, is one which it is difficult to compress with- 
in the limits of some forty pages, especially when the summary has 
to include chartered companies and companies under the Companies 
Clauses Act, 1845, as well as those under the Companies Acts, 1862 
to 1900. This chapter has been to a considerable extent re-written 
for the purpose of incorporating the provisions of the Act of 1900; 
and the references to Hilder v. Dexter (1902, A. C. 474) on com- 
missions for underwriting, and Ite Harrogate Estates (Limited) (1903, 
1 Ch. 498) on registration of debentures, testify that this, like 
other statutes, is producing its harvest of judicial decisions. 
A chapter of considerable practical importance is that on 
Sales, Purchases, and Pledges by Agents, and the student who 
follows up the reference to Keighley v. Durant (1901, A. C. 240) will 
be in a good way to master the niceties of ratification by a principal. 
The chapter on Ships, too, is an excellent summary of a subject which, 
while outside the lines of ordinary practice, is, from the amount of 
property involved and the .interest of the law applicable to it, one of 
very great importance. In a work of this kind completeness of 
reference is out of the question, but the power of the mortgagor of a 
ship while in possession to accept a charter should, perhaps, have been 
supported by a reference to The Heather Bell (49 W. R. 577) in addi- 
tion to Collins v. Lamport (4 D. J. & 8. 500). Another important 
shipping decision— The Veritas (50 W. R, 30; 1901, P. 304), on priori- 
ties as between maritime liens—is duly noted, and the chapter on the 
Statutes of Limitations appears to include all the important points 
and authorities in a subject of no little complexity. This edition of 
the late Mr. Goodeve’s useful work bears marks of very careful 
revision. 





Bankruptcy. 


Tae Law AND Practice oF BANKRUPCY: COMPRISING THE BANK- 
RUPTCY Acts, 1883 AND 1890, THE BANKRUPTCY APPEALS (COUNTY 
Courts) Act, 1884, THE PREFERENTIAL PAYMENTS IN BANK- 
RuPTCY Act, 1888, AND THE RULES AND Forms. Wirn Noves. 
FOUNDED ON THE THIRD Eprrion or YATE LEE AND WacE ON 
BANKRUPTCY. By HENRY WACE, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

The name of the author of this work has been hitherto associated 
with that of the late Judge Yate Lee in a treatise on Bankruptcy 
Law which was of recognized utility and which reached to a third 
edition. The treatise has now been recast and appears under the name of 
Mr. Wace alone. It follows the favourite plan, in subjects founded on 
statute law, of printing the statutes as part of the text and of appending 
to the various sections explanatory notes; but the notes have been 
prepared with such fulness and care that the work differs altogether 
from a mere edition of the statutes. The thoroughness with which 
Mr. Wace has applied himself to his task is at once apparent if we 
turn to such a section as section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
which defines the property of a bankrupt divisible among his 
creditors. The notes naturally include a reference to interests 
which are defeasible on bankruptcy, but Mr. Wace has treated this 
aspect of the matter so exhaustively that his discussion will be of 
great service to the conveyancer who has to foresee and guard against 
{ jptcy as well as to the practitioner who has to deal with 
its actual results. Similarthoroughnesscharacterizes theexamination of 
the rule which refuses recognition of the trustee’s title to the bank- 
Tupt’s after-acquired personal property until he intervenes to claim it, 





and which, therefore, till such intervention, allows the bankrupt to - 
deal with it as his own. Mr. Wace’s treatment of the subject 
indicates clearly the mode in which the rule has arisen and the limits 
of its application, end his full and clear statement of the authorities 
cannot fail to be of great service to the practitioner. These are onl 
instances of the exhaustive manner in which Mr. Wace has presen’ 

his subject, and we have no doubt that the work will take a very high 
place as an authority on bankruptcy law. 





Rating Appeals. 


Rerorts oF RAatinc APPEALS HEARD BEFORE THE LONDON AND 
OTHER QUARTER SESSIONS, THE QUEEN’S AND KinG’s BENCH 
DIvIsion, THE CourT OF APPEAL, AND THE HovseE or Lorps, 
1894-1904. By Watrer C. RypE and E. M. Konstam, 
Barristers-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


This is the fourth volume of ‘‘ Ryde’s Rating Appeals,” a series 
which covers the years from 1871 to the present time, and the volumes 
of which have been issued at irregular intervals. The present volume 
gives the leading decisions during the last ten years, bringing the 
reports up to date. Mr. Ryde’s well-known experience, both in the 
practice and theory of rating, is a sufficient tee that the cases 
have been selected with discretion and edited with care. In former 
volumes cases were included for their value as precedents; cases only 
valuable from that point of view have, as a rule, no place in this 
volume. Some of the cases reported are merely the decisions of 
courts of quarter sessions or recorders, so are not binding on other 
courts. They are often, however, of = value and importance ; 
eg., the judgment of the Recorder of Exeter in Devon and Exeter 
Constitutional Newspaper Co. (Limited) v. Exeter Union, in which ‘is 
given a capital summary of the history of the law — to the 
rating of machinery. Some of these cases are by far the most 
valuable in the book, because it is not easy to find them elsewhere, 
whilst, of course, the reported decisions of the superior courts can be 
found in the ordinary series of reports. On a subject like rating it is 
a great and obvious advantage to have the important decisions 
collected within a small compass. Not tay. Da time saved, but a 
great deal of trouble is saved in carrying about a large number of 
reports. This advantage will be —. by everyone who acquires 
this series, which, we say without hesitation, is almost a necessary 
for one who has any considerable rating practice. 


Books Received. 
The Law and Practice of Rating, both Within and Without the 
Metropolis. Second Edition. By WALTER C. Rypz, Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 











Correspondence. 


Authentication of Documents for Natal. 


[Tv the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 

Sir,—Members of the profession having business with Natal may 
be glad to know through your columns of an amendment which has 
just been made to the Rules of the Supreme Court of that Colony. 

Hitherto the signature or execution in England of a document to 
be used in the Natal Court must have been certified and authenticated 
by the signature and ‘seal of office” of one of the following 
officials, viz., a Secretary of State, a permanent head of a Depart- 
ment of Goverment, a registrar of a superior court, a mayor of a city 
or town, or a magistrate. 

Some time ago I experienced considerable inconvenience owing to 
the fact that in England neither magistrate nor borough mayor has a 
‘seal of office,” and that a notary, the only accessible person having 
such a seal, is not included in the rules mentioned. My friends in 
Durban brought the matter to the notice of the court there, and the 
result has been the subjoined new rule. Frank H. STEVENS. 

7, King-street, Cheapside, May 30. 

The following is the new rule referred to: 

Supreme Court, 
Colony of Natal, 
April 22nd, 1904. 

It is ordered by the court as follows: 

Rules of Court of 20th May, 1902, are hereby amended as follows : 

Any Commissioner = by this court to Administer Oaths 
in any place outside Natal may authenticate any foreign document. 
R. 1. Frvnemore, Acting Chief Justice. 
W. H. Beaumont, Puisne Ju 
A true copy, W. Brooms, Acting Puisne Judge. 

K. Y. Acting Bogist 
trar. 
(Exd. G, W. K.) 








524 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








June 4, 1904. 





Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing. 


Lease — Tithe Rent-charge. — Under section 1 (1) of the 
Tithe Rent-charge Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c. 8), tithe rent- 
charge. issuing out of any lands is payable by the owner of the 
lands, notwithstanding any contract between him and the occu- 
pier, and any contract between the occupier and the owner after the 
passing of the Act for payment of tithe rent-charge by the occupier is 
void. It follows that the landlord cannot stipulate in the lease, 
either directly or indirectly, that the tenant shall pay the tithe rent- 
charge, and where the lease reserves a fixed yearly rent, and also by 
way of further rent such sum as the landlord shall pay for tithe rent- 
charge, this latter reservation is void and the amount of the rent- 
charge cannot be recovered from the tenant.2-Lorp LuDLow v. PIKE 
(Channell, J., Feb, 23) (52 W. R. 475; 1904, 1 K. B. 531). 


Conveyance—Incorporation of Terms of Contract.—The object 
of a conveyance is not merely to vest the estate in the purchaser, but 
also to express in a definite concluded form the terms of the contract 
which have to be performed by the purchaser. The conveyance is 
meant to express in a clear and binding form, once for all, the clear 
contract between the parties so far as it hasnot been performed. A 
conveyance that falls short of this is nota well-settled conveyance. 
When once the bridge of conveyance has been passed, neither party 
can go back and sue on an agreement made at the time of contract, 
but not included in the conveyance, for it must be assumed not to 
have been embodied in the conveyance because it has been abandoned, 
Consequently in settling the conveyance the vendor and purchaser 
respectively are entitled to have included in it, in the form of covenants, 
all stipulations of the contract which are still to be performed by 
the other. —RE CooPer AND CRONDACE’s ConTracr (Kekewich, J., 
March 4) (52 W. R. 441). 


Tho Real Estate Charges Acts.—By the Real Estate Charges Act, 
1854 (Locke-King’s Act), where‘any person dies seised of or entitled 
to any estate or interest in land or other hereditaments which is at the 
time of his death charged with the payment of any sum of money by 
way of mortgage, then, in the absence of a contrary intention, the 
incumbrance is, as between the persons claiming under the deceased, 
payable out of the mortgaged property. By the Act of 1867 a 
poo ee direction for payment of debts out of personal estate was 

eclared not to express ‘‘contrary intention” ; there must further 
be words expressly or by necessary implication referring to mortgage 
debts, and ‘‘ mortgage” was extended to lien for unpaid purchase- 
money on lands or hereditaments purchased by a testator. By the 
Act of 1874 the same principle was extended to mortgages, equitable 
charges, and liens for unpaid purchase-money on any land or other 
hereditaments of any tenure of a testator or an intestate; and in this 
comprehensive enactment of the principle of the Act of 1854 the 
expression ‘‘Jand or other hereditaments of whatever tenure” is 
to be read so as to include any estate or interest in them. Conse- 
quently, where a testator had purchased a rent-charge issuing out of 
leaseholde, but had not paid for it, and died intestate as to the rent- 
a it was held that it was a chattel real and went to the next-of- 
kin, but subject to the vendor’s lien for unpaid purchase-money.—RE 
FeasER, LOWTHER v. Fraser (C. A., March 29) (1904, 1 Ch. 726). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re ELIZABETH BRADBURY. WING AND ANOTHER v. BRADBURY 
AND ANOTHER. No. 2. 3lst May. 


Wu1—Construction—Girt Over in Deravtr or Issve—Farture or 
Issuz oy My Davcuter B.—Contincent orn Vestep Inrerests—TENANT 
voR Lire—Inrant’s Future Interests —Derreciation—REceIvER. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The facts were as 
follow: The action was brought by C. H. Wing and his son, an infant, by 
his father as next friend, against Mrs. Bradbury, a widow, and her 
daughter Isabella Vigar to have an account taken against the defendant 
Mra. Bradbury as trustee under the will of Elijah Bradbury, deceased, of his 
residuary estate and the administration thereof. By the wil] dated the 
23rd of July, 1880, of E. Bradbury, the testator, after directing payment of 
all his debts and funeral and testamentary expenses, gave and bequeathed 
to his wife Catherine Bradbury (the first defendant in the action) for her 
own use absolutely all his ready money and securities for money. And he 
further = to his wife and her brother R. E. Foster all his furniture and 
household effects and his business, and the residue of his personal estate 
not otherwise disposed of, upon trust to allow his said wife to have the use 
of his furniture, &c., for her life, and to carry on the said business, but in 
case she should refuse or discontinue to carry on the said business, or upon 
her decease, the testator directed the said business, &c., to be sold and to fall 
into his residuary estate, and such residuary estate to be invested in Govern- 
ment securities, or upon freehold, leasehold, or copyhold estate, and the 





trustees to stand possessed thereof ‘‘ upon trust to pay to my said wife, or 
allow her to receive during her life, all such yearly income for her own use, 
And upon her decease then I direct that the household furniture and effects 
be sold, and the net produce therefrom, together with all the princi 
stocks, funds, securities, and real and personal estate of which such residue 
shall consist, be paid and transferred to my younger daughter Isabella 
Bradbury, but if she be then dead then the same shall be transferred to 
any child or children of the said Isabella Bradbury born in lawful wedlock 
in equal shares if more than one, and failing such issue of the said Isabella 
Bradbury, then the same shall be transferred to my elder daughter, M. A, 
R. Foster Bradbury, but if she be then dead, then the same shall be trang. 
ferred to any child or children of the said M. A. R. Foster Bradbury born 
in lawful wedlock. But should the said Isabella Bradbury and M. A. R, 
Foster Bradbury be then both dead, leaving no issue, then in case of each 
or either of them being then married leaving a husband or husbands them 
surviving, the same shall be transferred to their said husbands, share 
and share alike, or to the survivor.’”” And he appointed his wife 
and her brother executrix and executor and trustees of his will, 
The testator died on the 8th of July, 1895, and his will was proved by his 
wife ; R. E. Foster, who has since died, not proving. The testator had 
given up his business prior to his death, and his estate was valued at a 
little over £1,300. ‘The plaintiff C. H. Wing was the husband of M. A. R, 
Foster Bradbury mentioned in the will, who had died leaving a child, the 
infant plaintiff. The plaintiffs claimed that C. H. Wing the younger 
had a contingent interest under the will in the testator’s residuary estate 
subject to Isabella Bradbury and any children of her’s predeceasing 
Catherine Bradbury. Isabella Vigar (in the will called Isabella Brad- 
bury) had three children, all infants. The testator’s estate was solely 
administered by the widow, and was considerably diminished. The 
plaintiffs took out a summons for the ny ene of a receiver on behalf 
of their interests. The defendants relied on the words in the will, ‘‘ failing 
such issue of the said Isabella Bradbury,’’ as meaning “‘ failing the saic 
Isabella Bradbury having issue,’’ and, therefore, as she had issue, ther 
took vested interests, and the plaintiffs had no claim at all. As th: 
learned judge made no order, thinking the plaintiffs could not possibly 
have any interest under the will, the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (VavcHan Wittirams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ) 
dismissed the appeal. 


Vaveuan Wixuams, L.J.—In my opinion I do not think it is necessary 
to add anything to what I mentioned in the course of the argument. 
case before us seems to fall within a well established rule. It has beea 
argued that the words ‘‘ failing such issue of the said Isabella Bradbury ” 
give a vested interest, and on the other band that there is no vestel 
interest under this will by reason of the words ‘‘but should the sail 
Isabella Bradbury and M. A. R. Foster Bradbury be then both dead, 
leaving no issue, &c.’? In my judgment, the case is really governed by 
what 1 said with regard to the case of Treharne v. Layton (23 W. R. 799; 
L. R. 10 Q B. 459, at p. 463). With regard to the case of Re Ball, Slattery 
v. Ball (36 W. R. 265, 36 Ch. D. 408, 37 W.R. 37, 40 Ch. D. 11), which 
was cited in the course of argument, I need only say that that case 
obviously belongs to a different class of cases altogether. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, 
K.C., and H. Langford Lewis; E. Clayton. Soxtcrrors, Westbury, Preston, 
§ Stavrids ; Boulton, Sons, § Sandeman. 


[Reported by A. R, Tartour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re PURDIE’S SETTLEMENT. ROSE v. HILL. Farwell, J. 1st June. 


Trust Funp—GeneraL Power to Appoint BY Witt—ArporntTMeENT IN 
Marriace Serrtement to Trustees THereor—Transrer To THEM BY 
OricinaL Trusters—Breacn or Trvust—Drrection 1x Wut 10 
TransreR Funp to Execvroxs—Uitrraa Vires—Prorver Panties 10 
ADMINISTER Funpb, 


Originating summons for the determination of a question as to which 
of several sets of trustees was entitled to hold and administer a trust 
fund. Under an instrument executed in 1882, according to the law of 
Scotland, Mrs. Hill, then Miss Westley, was beneficially entitled to a 
certain trust fund for her life without power of anticipation, with a general 
power of appointment by will. By an English settlement, made in 1892, 
in contemplation of her marriage with Mr. Hill, an Englishman, Miss 
Westley directed the trustees of the Scotch instrument to transfer to the 
trustees of the marriage settlement the investments representing the trust 
fund, and this,on the marriage taking place, was accordingly done. It 
was by the settlement provided that the fund should be held by the last- 
named trustees upon certain trusts as to the income during the lives of the 
husband and wife and the survivor, and as to the capital, after the death 
of such survivor, upon trust for the issue of the marriage, as Mrs. 
Hill should by will or codicil appoint, with a genegal power of appoint- 
ment in her in default of children, and the usual advancement clause. 
Mr. Hill died in 1902 and Mrs. Hill in 1903. In her will, dated the 13th 
day of June, 1903, she recited the general power of appointment in the 
Scotch instrument, and the general power of appointment in Cefault of 
issue in the marriage settlement, but not the power to appoint among 
children. She also recited her desire to exercise ‘‘the said respective 
powers” given or reserved to her by the said instrument and settlement, 
and in exereise of those powers and of all other powers enabling her im 
that behalf she appointed that the trustees of the marriage settlement 
should transfer the fund and securities to the executors and trustees 
named in the will, who were to stand possessed of the same in trust for her 
infant son and daughter, the only surviving issue of the marriage. The 
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nt summons was taken out by the executors for the determination of 
the question whether the trustees of the settlement ought to retain and 
administer the fund upon the trusts of the settlement, or whether they ought 
to transfer the fund to the plaintiffs as executors and trustees of the wiil, 
or whether the trustees of the Scotch instrument were the proper persons 
to receive and administer the fund. Both the last-named sets of trustees, 

ther with the children, were defendants. It was not disputed that in 
any case the children were beneficially entitled. 

ARWELL, J., said the trustees of the Scotch instrument had obviously 
committed a breach of trust in transferring the fund to the trustees of the 
marriage settlement. The first point was—had the will executed the 
power of appointment in the Scotch instrument so as to give effect to the 
transfer made by the lady's direction during her life? His lordship held 
that it had, according to Lees v. Lees (Ir. Rep. 5 Eq. 549). The lady had 

ressed the desire to exercise both powers of appointment, and the only 
mode in which the settlement was effectual at ull was by reason of the 

wer in the Scotch instrument having been exercised. She had intended 
to effectuate by her will what would otherwise have been a breach of trust, 
but it was w/tra vires for her to direct the fund to be handed over to 
another set of trustees, for she had no power to appoint new trustees of 
the fund. His lordship cited Busk v. Aldam (23 W. R. 21, L. R. 19 Eq. 16), 
Seotney v. Lomer (33 W. R. 633, 29 Ch. D. 535), and Re Tyssen (42 W. R. 
172; 1894, 1 Ch. 56). Even if it were otherwise, the plaintiffs as her 
executors would have difficulty in calling on the trustees of the settlement 
to refund what had been transferred to them by the testatrix’s direction, 
and the case of Re Newnham's Estate (W. N. 1881, 69), referred to by 
Stirling, L.J., in Re Lawley (51 W. R. 150; 1902, 2 Ch. 799, 806) was 
very apposite. There would be a declaration that the funds ought to be 
retained and administered by the trustees of the marriage settlement.— 
Cousset, John Henderson; H Lacy Fraser. Soutcrtors, Rose, Johnson, § 
Hicks ; 1. C. Summerhays. 


(Reported by R. Hit, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 
ABBOTT v. HOLLOWAY. Buckley, J. 1st and 2nd June. 
Peactice—Ancient Licguts—Onstavucrion—JupGE ViewinG Premises. 


This was an action for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
erecting any building upon the site of Nos. 19 and 20, Ham-yard, Great 
Windmill-street, in London, so as to obstruct the ancient lights of the 
plaintiffs’ premises, No. 39, Great Windmill-street. The action came on 
for trial without pleadings. The defendants admitted that there was 
some obstruction of the plaintiffs’ lights, but contended that the obstruc- 
tion was trivial, and was not a nuisance to the plaintiffs’ premises, and 
was not actionable, either for damages or injunction. .They con- 
tended that in any case an injunction ought not to be granted. 
They referred to the observations of Lord Macnaghten in Colls v. 
The Home and Colonial Stores (Limited) (1904, A. C., p. 192) with regard to 
the appointment by the court of a surveyor to report upon the question as 
to the degree of diminution which the plaintiffs’ ancient light had under- 
gone, and as to the cases where damages should be given instead of an 
injunction. The plaintiffs and the defendants having called their 
witnesses, and the evidence being finished upon the first day of the trial, 
the learned judge, upon the sitting of the courton the second day, stated 
that he had that morning visited and personally viewed the premises in 
question, and he suggested that the plaintiffs should consider the offer 
which had been made tothem by the defendants. An order was thereupon 
made by consent of the parties that it should be referred to an independent 
surveyor whether the erection of the plaintiffs’ proposed buildings, having 
regard to the increased height, would depreciate to any, and to what, 
extent the value of the plaintiffs’ premises ; that the defendanss’ should 
pay to the plaintiffs the sum, if any, awarded by the surveyor. half the 
surveyor’s fees, and the plaintiffs’ taxed costs of action; and that the 
surveyor should visit the premises unattended by either the parties or their 
solicitors. —CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Maugham ; Astbury, K.C., and 
Cozns-Hardy. Soxrcrroxs, McKenna § Co. ; Shepheards & Walters. 


[Reported by Nevitte Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
CHESHIRE v. BAILEY. Walton, J. 31st May. 


Master anp Servanr— Necuicence—CarriaGe anv Driver Hrrep sy 
Owner or Goons — Goons in CaRRIAGE IN CHARGE OF OwNER’s 
TravetLER—Tuert or Goovs ny Coacnman—Conviction—Lianiiiry oF 
JowMasTER For Loss, 


Action tried before Walton, J., sitting without a j The plaintiff, 
& jeweller and silversmith, carrying on business at Birmingham, sued the 
defendant, a jobmaster, carrying on business in London, to recover 
damages for the loss of goods valued at over £800, owing: to the 
negligence of the defendant or his servant. The defendant denied 
liability. The facts appeared to be these: The plaintiff’s London 
traveller, a Mr. Gray, in 1902 verbally hired from the defendant a 
commercial brougham, with a coachman, horse and fodder, at the rate 
of £3 5s. a week of five days, Monday and Friday inclusive. The 
plaintiff's case was that the defendant undertook to supply a 
trustworthy ccachman, as he knew that the brougham was to be 
used for the purpose of carrying valuable stock on the rounds of 
his traveller. On the 28th of August, 1903, the defendant supplied a 
coachman named Brown, and while Mr. Gray was having his lunch, the 
teoagtem containing his samples was driven off. The plaintiff therefore 
Sought to recover from the defendant the value of the goods thus lost, 
Which loss he said was due to the defendant's failure of his contract to 
supply a trustworthy coachman, The defendant ‘said that the loss was 





the result of a conspiracy between Brown and two other men to 
steal the goods, all of whom had since been prosecuted and convicted. 
The coachman in entering into the conspiracy to steal the plaintiff's 
goods was not acting in the general scope of his employment, and the 
defendaut was not answerable to make good the plaintiff's loss. Evidence 
having been given as to the facts, the plaintiff’s counsel submitted that the 
Gecision in Abraham v. Bullock (85 L. T. 237) governed this case. 
For the defendant it was contended that that case was distinguishable 
from the present on the ground that there was there a definite contract in 
writing and the defendant knew what was to be carried in the brougham. 
The action, moreover, was based on the defendant having negligently 
performed his duty under the contract, and there was no question of a 
felony having been committed. Here the defendant did not guarantee 
the absolute safety of the goods if left in charge of the coachman ; all he 
agreed was that the man should take reasonable care for the safety of 
the brougham and its contents. The commission of a felony was not an 
act of negligence, and consequently there was no breach of contract by 
the defendant. 

Watton, J., held that there was an affirmative contract by the 
defendant that his servant should do certain things and should use 
reasonable care. He had failed in his duty, and the fact that. his failure 
of duty amounted to acriminal act did not deprive the plaintiff of his 
right to sue for damages. The question of the amount of damages would 
be dealt with elsewhere. There would be judgment for the _—_ for 
the amount of the damages to be ascertained. Stay of execution granted. 
—CovnseL, C. A. Russell, K.C., and Sims Williams ; English Harrison, K.C., 
and Thorn-Drury. Soutcrrors, C. F. H. Matthews ; H. C. Turner § Co. 

[Reported by Ersxixe Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 








Cases of Last Sittings. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re FANSHAWE’S TRUSTS, Joyce, J. 10th and 20th May. 
SerrLement—Constreuction—** UNMARRIED.”’ 


Petition. By a codicil, made in March, 1828, to her will, P. Fanshawe 
expressed her wish (inter alia) to her sisters, executrixes of her will and 
conicil, that they should out of the estate left to them secure to five persons 
therein named an annuity of £100 per annum to be divided equally among 
them or the survivors or survivor of them. To secure this being done one 
of the executrixes (the other having died) appointed trustees to whom a 
principal sum, sufficient to pay the above annuity, was transferred, and 
directions given as to the ultimate destination of the principal sum. Power 
was reserved to the settlor to modify in any way the mode in which the 
division of the principal sum was to be made. Before her death the settlor 
modified the former division of the principal sum, and directed the trustees 
to divide the said principal sum after the death of the five aforementioned 
annuitants among ‘‘ all the unmarried granddaughters ’’ of a person therein 
named. The question now to be decided was what was the meaning of 
the word ‘‘ unmarried’ contained in the direction above-mentioned. 

Joycz, J.—The word ‘‘ unmarried’’ is a word of flexible meaning; a 
person speaking of an unmarried woman may mean either a woman who 
has never been married or a woman who is‘a widow. The simple statement 
that a moman died ‘‘ unmarried ’’ generally is held to mean that she never 
has been married, nevertheless, if in a formal document the word 
‘*unmarried’’ is used, there would be room to doubt that widows were 
excluded. But the document I have to interpret is an informal document 
made by a lady without legal assistance, and I do not doubt that when she 
used the word “ unmarried ”’ she meant to include under it only those who 
had never been married.—CounsreL, A. J. Spencer; Bethell, Soxscrrors, 
Grubbe § Troughton, for both parties. 

[Reported by ALrrev C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
REX v. MORSE AND ANOTHER. Div, Court. 13th May. 


Hignway—Non-Repam—InpictMeNt or Innasrranrs—Hicuway Act, 
"1835 (6 & 6 Wit. 4, c. 50), ss. 94, 95—Hicnuways anp Locomorrves 
(AMENDMENT) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. c. 77), s. 10. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a certiorari to bring up and 
quash an order made by justices under section 95 of the Highway Act, 
1835. An information was laid before the justices under section 94 of that 
Act that a certain highway in the parish of Hackstead, within the rural 
district of Samford, in the county of Suffolk, was out of repair. Upon the 
hearing of the summons, the justices, in exercise of the jurisdiction 
conferred upon them by section 95 of the Act, directed a bill of indictment 
to be preferred against the inhabitants of the said parish for suffering and 
permitting the said highway to be out of repair. In support of 
the rule it was now contended on behalf of the inhabitants that 
the order ought to be quashed for the reason that the procedure 
under the Highway Act, 1835, had been impliedly repealed by section 
10 of the Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, 
which provides that in cases where the hiskwans authority makes default 
in maintaining or repairing any of the within their jurisdiction, 
and the county authority has made an order for the repair of the highway 
on the highway pager -g and that authority makes default in com 
with the order, it shall be the duty of the county authority, if they desire 
to submit to a jury the question of the liability of the defaulting authority 
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to repair the highway, to direct a bill of indictment to be preferred against 
the highway authority. Therefore, it was contended, the parties who 
ought to have been indicted were the rural district council, whose funds 
were liable to bear the expense of the repairs, and not the inhabitants. — 
Tne Court (Lord Atverstonr, C.J., and Wiris and Kennepy, JJ.), in 
dismissing the appeal, said that they were of opinion that the procedure 
under the Highway Act, 1835, had not been impliedly repealed by the 
Highways and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878, and they therefore 
ordered tne rule to be discharged. Rule discharged.—CovunseL, Rawlinson, 
K.C.. and F. K. North ; Poyser. Sortcrrors, Rhodes, Son, § Blandford, for 
S'eward § Rouse, Ipswich ; Morris § Bristow, for A. J. Haward, Ipswich. 
[Reported by E. G. St1ttwet1, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


In the Matter of NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO. ACT, 1901, AND In 
the Matter of THE LANDS CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION ACTS, 1845, 
1860, 1869. HOLDEN v. NORTH-EASTERN RAILWAY CO. Joyce, J. 
13th and 20th May. 


Costs—TaxatTion — AGREEMENT — LAnps Ciavses ConsontmpaTion ActTs— 
Souicrrors Act, s. 38—Morion to Discnarce ORDER. 


By an agreement dated the 23rd of February, 1904, made between the 
plaintiff, as vendor, of the one part, and the North-Eastern Railway Co. 
of the other, the vendor agreed to sell and the company agreed to purchase 
certain real hereditaments and premises situated in the West Riding of the 
County of York. Clause 13 of the said agreement was as follows: ‘‘ For 
the purpose of this clause the sales and purchases hereby agreed to be 
made shall be deemed to be made under the Lands Clauses Consolidation 
Act, 1845, and the company shall, on the completion of the purchases, pay 
the vendor's costs of and incidental to this agreement, and of deducing 
and verifying his title, and of the assurance or assurances to the company, 
and of a duplicate thereof, and all other costs and expenses of the vendor 
as provided by section 82 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845.’’ 
Section 82 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, provides: ‘‘ The 
costs of all such conveyances shall be borne by the promoters of the 
undertaking, and such costs shall include all charges and expenses incurred 
on the part as well of the seller‘as of the purchaser of all conveyances and 
assurances of any such lands, and of any outstanding terms or interests 
therein, and of deducing, evidencing, and verifying the title to such lands, 
terms, or interests, and of making out and furnishing such abstract or 
attested copies as the promoters of the undertaking may require, and all 
other reasonable expenses incident to the investigation, deduction, and 
verification of such title.’’ The solicitors to the defendant company 
objected to the costs claimed by the plaintiff’s solicitors, 
alleging that under the agreement their liability for costs was limited 
to the matters mentioned in section 82 (supra), and they obtained 
an order for taxation of the costs under the provisions of the Lands 
Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, upon an ez parte application. The present 
motion was to discharge this order on the ground that it was inconsistent 
with clause 13 of the agreement (supra) made between the parties, which, 
it was urged, provided for costs on a much wider basis. It was contended 
on behalf of the plaintiff that application for an order for taxation should 
be made under Solicitors Act, s. 38. 

Joyce, J.—In this case there wasa special agreement between the parties 
ian relation to costs. A bill was delivered, and there was considerable 
discussion as to whether all the costs therein included were payable by the 
railway company by virtue of the agreement. A common order was 
obtained by the railway company to tax costs under the provisions of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, s. 82. In my opinion that was not 
an appropriate order. Therefore I think the order wrong, and it must be 
di with costs.—CovunseL, Leigh Clare and MacSwinney. Soricrrors, 
Ridsdale § Sons, for Rawnsley & Peacock ; Butterworth. 


[Reported by Atrrep C. Tuomas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Council of Legal Education. 


The following are the awards upon the Trinity examination held in 
Lincoln’s-inn Hall from the 16th to the 20th of May. L.I. means 
oem, LT. Inner Temple, M T. Middle Temple, and G.I. Gray’s- 

nm :— 


Roman Law. 


Class I.—A. W. Furlong and P. J. G. Rose, I.T.; ©. J. Weilbach, 


M.T. 

Class II.—D. N. Basu, L.I.; H. D. J. Bodenstein and J. 8. Chartre7, 
M.T.; A. M. Drysdale and W. Edwards, G.I.; H. R. Ellis, I.T.; D. D. 
Galbraith, G.I.; H. D. Huggins, M.T. ; G. E. Leach, G.I. ; R.G. Leigh, 
I.T.; R. B. Plumer, L.I.; E. T. Powell, J.T.; N. W. Pradhan, L.L.; 
8. K. Sen, G.I.; F. R. Standfast, M.T.; D. K. Thakor, L. T. Thorp, 
and A. 8. Ward, L.I. 

Ciass III.—W. R. C. Adcock, G.J.; B. W. Adkin and G. Alexander, 
{.T.; M. M. Bakht, L.J.; J. Berkeley, 1.T.; G. Borwick and C. E, 
Brackenbury, M.T.; A. L. Bridge, L.I.; G. A. Buchanan, D. W. Carr, 
and J. Chapman, I.T.; H. D. Cooper, M.T.; E. R. Crundall, I.T,; W. G. 
Cuthbert-Gundry and H. C. Daukes, M.T.; A. V. L. Davies, L.I.; A. H. 
a gaa M.T.; D. O. Evans, G.I.; W. T. Fletcher and A. H. Forbes, 


od 





Griffiths, M.T.; E. B. Guest, L.I.; G. L. Hardy and J. Q. Henriques, 
I.T.; W. F. H. Jeffes, G.I. ; P. A. C. Kelsey, M.T.; G. H. K. Kingdon 
and E. N. F. Lloyd, 1.T.; G. O. Mansukhani, A. D. H. McAnally, ang 
H. D. McLaren, L.I.; 8. J. Meaney, M.T.; Marie R. Merandon, G.I, ; 
J. W. Orr, I.T.; 8. E. Otoo, L.I.; 8. L. Porter, I.T..; R.A. Robinsop 
and Alma Roper, M.T.; M.S. Saldanha, A. Sanderson, and F. H. Smith. 
Carington, I.T.; A. R. Stephens, L.I.; W. Sutherland, M.T.; G. ten 
Bosch, I.T.; T. F. Thompson, M.T.; A. Wilberforce, L.I.; E, A, 
Winder, G.I. 

The number examined was 102, of whom 71 passed. One candidate wag 
ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the Hilary 
examination, 1905. 

ConstiTuTIonAL Law anp Lecat History. 


Class I.—A. R. Barrand, M.T.; G. F. Grigs, I.T.; C. D. Idichandy, 
M.T.; A. B. Keith, I.T. 

Class I1.—B. B. B. Benas, M.T.; W. Edwards, G.I.; W. R. Hughes 
and P. Macbeth, M.T.; H. Maddocks, I.T.; J.8. Mason, L.I.; P. y, 
McInerny, G.T.; A. W. Osborne, L.I.; J. A. Pate, I.T.; 8. E. Pocock, 
G.I.; H. H. Schloesser and B. N. Shagra, I.T.; J. L. Smith, M.T.; 
A. M. van der Byl, I.T.; F. C. W. Werninck, G.I. 

Class III.—N. P. Adams, J. E. Balmer, and C. E. Barry, I.T.; M. Basu, 
M.T.; R. E. V. Bax and S, A. Bilgrami, L.I.; W. FE. Bok, M.T.; A, 
Bose, G.I. ; J. F. Boston, L.I.; A. H. Bygott and M. V. Camacho, M.T,; 
Hon. E. R. Campbell, I.T.; A. L. Cartar, G.I.; B. C. Chatterjee, LL; 
A.G. OC. Collins and A. T. Crosthwaite, I.T.; A. F. Crump, M.T.; W.8, 
Curtis and K. K. Dalal, I.T.; N. D. Daru, G.I. ; 8. P. Dove, L.I.; H. E, 
Drummond-Lloyd, I.T.; E. Evans and E, A. Evans, M.T.; C. A. Fore. 
sythe, A. C. Gathorne-Hardy, M. C. Ghosh, J. C. Hannab, S. Hodgson, 
and H. L. Hopkinson, I.T.; U. M. A. Hossain and A. 8. Hurst, M.T,; 
T. C. John, G.I.; G. L. T. L. Lampson, L.I.; O. 8. L. Lampson, I.T,; 
W. R. Levy, L.I.; V. Lindemere and J. Monteath, I.T.; S. Moti-ur- 
Rahman, G.I.; S. Nai, L.I. ; J. 8. Obeyesekere, 8. R. Pandit, Lord 
W. R. Percy, and R. F. P. Philipson-Stow, I.T.; J. H. Pinder, L.L; 
A. H. Rix, G.I.; B. E. Ross, I.T.; A. C. Smith, M.T.; J. C. Spencer. 
Phillips, I.T. ; J. Spitteler, L.I.; S. 8. Steel and W. Sutherland, M.T.; 
G. ten Bosch and J. G. O. Thomson, I.T.; C. Tompson, M.T.; H. A. A, 
van Someren, L.I.; C. H. Wessels, 1.T. ; H. Woodham, L.I. 

Out of 103 examined 77 passed. 


Eviwence, Procepvure, AND Criminal Law. 


Class I.—L. P. Ebden, A. Edgington, G. A. Johnston, and A. B. Keith, 
I.T. ; H. M. Louwrens, M.T.; G. H. Mould, G. I. ; 8. O. Rowan-Hamil- 
ton and J. B. Sharp, L.I. ; P. J. Wannenburg, M.T. 

Class II.—F. M. Baddeley, I.T.; D. F. Brewis, M.T.; C. C. Das, G.I; 
O. F. Dowson, I.T.; A. F. Engelbach, M.T.; E. A. Gowers and J. A. W. 
Hannen, I T.; W. D. Knocker and G. R. McDowell, M.T.; A. Mavro- 
gordato, I.T.; K. P. M. Menon, M.T.; J.S. Mills, C. W. B. Molteno, 
M. Nickalls, and H. O. O’Hagan, I.T.; A. W. Osborne, L.I.; T. A.R. A, 
Paliwalla and S. E. Pocock, G.I.; C. Porter, M.T.; N. C. Sen, G.L; 
B. N. Sharga, E. W. Sheppee, and F. A. Shepstone, I.T.; R. Sutton and 
D. K. Thakor, L.I.; A. F. N. Thavenot, G.I. ; 8. G. Turner, M.T. ; A. M. 
Van der Byl, I.T.; E. P. Walsh, G.I. 

Class III.—C. F. Baker, G.I.; J. F. Banajee, L.I., C. E. Barry and 
H. S. Bompas, I.T.; R. RB. Bugtani, L.I.; E. C. Cameron, I.T.; L. H. 
Centeno, M.T.; R. F. Cheux and O. J. H. Davis, G.I.; L. G. R. de 
Courcy, M.T.; B. Gabriel, L.I.; A. OC. Gathorne-Hardy and M. C. 
Ghosh, J.T.; M. Grundy, M.T.; A. L. Hannay, I.T.; A. B. Howes, 
M.T.; M. W. Hughes, J. H. Hull, and G. T. Hutchinson, I.T.; E.I.J, 
Hyam and J. B. Kerr, M.T. ; V. Lindemere and L. Lloyd-Roberts, M.T. ; 
L. F. I. Loyd, I.T.; J. H. H. Manley, M.T.; F. J. Mathew, L.I.; E. D. 
Moses and J. C. Mukerjea, M.T.; J. Nath, G.I.; R. H. Nelson, J. 8. 
Obeyesekere, S. R. Pandit, E. A. Parry, Lord W. R. Percy, and 
R. Rajendra, I.T.; W. M. Riordanand F. Rowland, G.I.; P. E. Sampson, 
L.I.; F. B. Sharp, G.I.; T. Simpson, I.T.; G. Tully-Christie, M.T.; 
R. A. Willes, L.I. ; C. G. Wilson, I.T. 

The number examined was 99, of whom 81 passed. 


Frvat Examination. 


Class I.—Certificates of Honour (in order of merit).—J. A. Simpson, 
M.T.: F. T. Barrington-Ward, L.I.; J. H. Edgar, M.T.; J. W. Jardine 
and A. O. H. Russell, I.T.; E. C. Burgis, G.I., and H. Maddocks, L'., 
equal; J. R. A. Moore, G.I.; M. N. Drucquer, M.T. 

A studentship of 100 guineas a year tenable for three years was awarded 
to F. T. Barrington-Ward, Lincoln’s-inn. The studentship would have 
been awarded to Mr. Simpson had he not been disqualified by age. 

Class II. (in order of merit).—W. A. Elias, G.l.; R. Asquith, LT.; 
W. P. Groser, I.T.; H. H. King, I.T.; J. E. Jarvis, M.T.; A. G. Mattey, 
M.T.; C. B. L. Tennyson, G.I. ; T. E. Forster, M.'T., and R. L. Megarry, 
LT., equal; A. Porter, M.T.; 8. Barton, M.‘1., and D. W. Carr, LT, 
equal; W. H. 8. Garnett, I.T.; E. T. Neleon, L.I,; G. J. Rycroft, M.T.; 
E. St. ©. Harnett, G.I.; W. Allen, I.T.; A. W. Osborne, LL; 
L. A. R. M. d’Unienville, M.T. ; J. H. Pinder, L.I.; A. Alexander, GL, 
and C. Rooney, G.I., equal; J. C. Adam, M.T., and M H. Khan, LT, 
equal; W. W. Kennerley, I.T.; P. Appasamy, 1.T.; W. H. Drummond, 
L.'T.; T. W. Morgan, G.I. 

Class III. (in alphabetical order).—B. J. Albery, I.T.; M. A. Ali, L.l.; 
J. W. 8. Armstrong, I.T.; J. Atkinson, G.I.; H. B. 8. op LT; 
M. A. Bari, L.I.; H. L. Beazley, I1.T.; W. H. Beveridge, L.T.; J. P.©. 
Bhattacharji, G.I.; F. M. 8. Bowen, G.I.; E. J, P. Brown, LT.; 
F. C. Brown, 1.T.; J. P. Brown-Pobee, L.I.; J. A. C. Burke, GAL; 
E. P. Carter, I.T.; J. M. K. Chadwick, M.T.; ©. A. A. Chizzola, 


T. W. 8. Garraway, J. W. Godfrey, and E, Grant, L.I.; W.'M.T.; E. ©: Cochrane, 1.T.; R. H. Curtis, M.T.; T, Dawson, LL; 
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J. de Freitas, I.T.; C. E. M. Dillon, M.T.; W. P. Donald, G.I. ; 
Dornhorst, L.I.; W. G. Garrett-Pegge, I.T.; P. F. A. Gelle, 
: ©. P. Goodden, I.T.; R. E. 8. Gregson, I.T.; D. Hagley, 
|: R. OC. Hawkin, I.T.; M. M. Imam, M.T.; A. R. Khan, G.I. ; 
, 8S. Khan, I.T. ; M. Lal, L.I.: H. A. Lane, G.L. ; R.G. C. Livett, 
*.; E. A. O. Lloyd, M.T. ;S. A. L. O. Macaulay, L.I. ; J. F Maguire, 
I.; V. B. Mehta, I.T.; A. B. Miller, LI. ; A. A. H. K. Mirza, LT. ; 
| W. B. Molteno, I.T. ; S. Moti-ur-Rahman, G.I. ; F. B. Motiwala, G.I. ; 
e Hon. Donough O’Brien, I.T. ; G. C. Painter, M.T. ; W. H. Pringle, 
L; H. Raj, L.I. ; H. T. L. Roberts, LT.; 8, P. Sen, G.I.; H. J. P. 
sweeney, M T. ; H. Tha, L.I. ; D. Thomas, G.I, ; L. R. Thomas, M.T. ; 
J. C. Vaughan, G.I. ; 8. M. Zarif, G.I. 
Out of 110 examined 94 passed. 
F, T. Barrington- Ward, L.I., and M. N. Drucquer, M.T. (equal), were 
awarded the Barstow Scholarship. 
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The Antwerp Conference of the 
International Law Association, 1903. 


Tur last issue of the Journal of the Society of Comparative Legislation 
contains a paper on this subject by Mr. Justice Kennedy, from which we 
make the following extracts :— 

Execution of Foreign Judgments.—On this topic, which had been brought 
under discussion at previous conferences of the association, a very inter- 
esting report was presented by M. Gaston de Laval, of Brussels, Counsel 
to the British Legation. It was a report which that gentleman had drawn 
upon behalf of the Belgian section of the committee appointed by the 
association to consider this important matter. It contains an elaborate 
“Projet de Convention’? between Great Britain and Belgium. The 
“Projet” is prefaced by an explanatory statement which setsout clearly but, 
as] venture to think, in a too pessimistic spirit, the obstacles to a convention, 
and the limitations which are created by the differences in the legai 
systems of the two countries, and from which the framers of the Franco- 
Belgian Convention of 1899 were free. 
treats as especially serious, appears to arise from our practice in chambers 
under Order XIV. In M. de Laval’s judgment, a ‘Tribunal 
d’exequatur ’’ would violate the Belgian Constitution if it gave effect to a 
judgment which had not been pronounced in open court. A similar 
constitutional difficulty is stated to arise as to giving effect to an 
judgment which does not set forth in writing the grounds upon which 
itis based. According to Art. 97 of the Belgian Constitution, ‘‘ Tout 
jugement est motivé. Il est prononcé en audience publique.’’ If such 
are really samples of the gravest hindrances to the scheme of an 
Anglo-Belgian Convention, the way to its accomplishment does not 
appear necessarily to be hard, I am not aware of anything which would 
prevent any English judge, if a successful plaintiff intimated that he 
wished to enforce a judgment in Belgium, from directing that the judg- 
ment, if given in chambers, should afterwards be formally pronounced in 
open court, or from ordering that a short statement of the grounds of his 
judgment, whether given in chambers or in open court, should appear 
upon the face of it; as, for example, in the case of an ection on a bill of 
exchange, that it was proved that the plaintiff was a holder for value, and 
that the defendant was the acceptor and had failed to pay it after it had 
matured. If there be any difficulty as to either of these things under our 
Rules of court as they stand, the necessary addition could easily be made 
bythe Rule Committee. A further, but, in the opinion of M. de Laval, less 
formidable, difficulty might arise from a difference between the rules of 
English and Belgian procedure in regard to the service of the initial 
proceedings in an action—the writ or citation to appear. He comments in 
anamusing way on the stringency of our requirements in re to per- 
sonal service : Au deli de la Manche il faut sauf quelques rarissimes excep- 
tions le ‘ personal service’ ; le défendeur doit sous peine de nullité recevoir 
en personne sa citation et il ya méme surla facon d’ empécher cette 
‘remise’ 4 personne toute une littérature qui oblige les porteurs de citation 
ides ruses d’Apaches. Chez nous comme en France il en est tout 
autrement. . . .’? M.de Laval next proceeds to refer to differences 
Which would require adjustment if a convention was intended to embrace 
judgments other than judgments for the recovery of money and 
costs; as, however, the convention proposed ‘in the report is 
framed only to embrace such judgments, it would serve no useful 
a to refer to them. The ‘‘ Projet de Convention ’’ which 
ollows this preface appears to be skilfully drawn, and to afford an excel- 
lent basis for an agreement; but, no doubt, some clauses would require 
careful consideration before they were definitely accepted; such, ¢.g., as 
the provision in Art. 2, which make the competence of the ‘‘ Tribunal de 
Jugement ’’ conditional upon the defendant having, at the commencement 
of the action, an effective or elected domicil or habitual residence within 
the jurisdiction of that tribunal. The framers of the “ Projet’’ are not 
prepared to allow the competence of a tribunal of the country ‘‘ ou le 
défendeur n’aurait été que momentanément présent.”” And it is noteworthy 
that, as is made plain by some remarks by M. de Laval which follow the 
text of the ‘* Projet,’’ they did not intend to allow the ‘ Tribunal 
@exequatur ’’ to admit a defence that the foreign judgment was obtained by 
fraud. It is now settled Jaw with us that the defendant in an action on a 
foreign judgment may show that the judgment was obtained by fraud, and, 

it be necessary for that purpose, may have questions re-tried which were 
adjudicated upon by the foreign court. I venture to think that if the two 
Governments shouid officially consider the terms of an Anglo-Belgian 
Convention as to the execution in one country of j ents pronounced 
the other, it may be worth while to consider whether a concession 


One difficulty, which the report ° 








might not properly be made to the Belgian view on this point. There is, 
in my opinion, something at all events to be said in support of M. de 
Laval’s preference for leaving the defendant to apply to the tribunal 
which pronounced the judgment against him for an annulment or reversal 
of it, on the ground that it has been obtained by fraud ; provided always 
that the laws of the country of that tribunal make this method of redress 
available to the defendant upon the discovery by him of the fraud by means 
of which the tribunal has been led astray. 

Genera! Average and Negligent Shipowners.—What ought to be the effect, 
if any, upon the rights of a ddpowane to a contribution in general 
average, of the fact that it was his fault, or the fault of others for which 
he is legally responsible, that created the occasion for the voluntary 


sacrific3? Ought the insertion of a “‘ negligence clause’’ in the contract 


of carriage to make any, and, if so, what, difference? A long and vigorous 
discussion upon these points was Ss by (1) a read by Dr. 
Stubbs, (2) a report presented by M. linck on f of the Belgian 


Maritime Law Association, and (3) a resolution, proposed by Mr. Carver, 
K.C., setting forth the terms of a rule or formula which might be 
embodied in contracts of affreightment so as to allay all doubt as to 
the rights of the parties in these matters. The law upon these 
points in England is settled by decisions of recent date. The fact 
that the general average act—the voluntary sacrifice for the common 
safety—became needful ——_ negligence for which the shipowner is 
responsible does not prevent rights to general average contribution arising. 
‘*The Rhodian law,’’ said Lord Watson in Strang v. Scott (14 A. C. 601), 
‘‘ which in that respect is the law of England, bases the right of con- 
tribution, not upon the causes of the danger to the ship, but upon its 
actual presence.’’ But if the general average act became needful through 
such negligence, the right of the shipowner to contribution is taken away 
by his own fault; provided, at least, the fault is one which gives a 
right of action, under the express or implied terms of the contract of 
carriage, to the person who would otherwise be liable to contribute. 
Further, it is part of our law that if by the terms of the 
contract of carriage the shipowner is protected from the conse- 
quences of such negligence, there is no bar to his claiming a eral 
average contribution.* Whilst, however, these points are settled in 
our courts, there 1s a divergence of opinion in other countries in regard 
to the last ofthem. There are, I believe, two decisions of French courts 
which are in agreement with the English decisions. In 1898, in the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the case of The Irrawaddy, cited 
by Dr. Stubbs, it was held by the majority of judges (Brown and McKenna, 
JJ., dissenting), that the statutory protection of a shipowner, under the 
provisions of the Harter Act, against liability for the negligence of his 
servants, did not entitle him to a general average contribution when 
the cause of the voluntary sacrifice for the common safety lay in the 
master’s negligent navigation of the ship. The question there was 
one of statutory and not of contractual immunity; but it would 
not seem easy to base a distinction on this ground, and, in fact, 
in the course of the case, the court considered and did not intimate 
any concurrence in the judgment of Lord Hannen (then Hannen, J.}, 
in Zhe Carron Park, that contractual freedom from liability to claim 
for loss by negligence in a bill of lading would entitle a shipowner 
to recover a general average contribution in a case where the loss had its 
origin in the negligence of his servants, In Holland the same view 
has, I believe, been taken by the courte as was taken in America. In 
Belgium judicial opinion has been divided. The Court of —— in 
Brussels has decided in accord with English law; but a later decision 
of the Court of Appeal of Ghent, upheld by the Cour de Cassation, 
is in conflict with it. In this state of things the Antwerp Con- 
ference, after an animated discussion, came to conclusions which were 
expressed in answer to two questions which. were formulated in the 
Report of the Belgian Committee. The first question was: ‘‘ What 
should be the effect of a fault of a captain in relation to general 
average, and independently of any contract to the contrary?’’ The 
auswer, adopted substantially from the answer given in the report 
as that of the majority of the Committee, was: ‘‘ The original cause 
of the act of common safety being indifferent, the fault of the captain 
should be without influence on the principal of general average. The 
other parties maintain their recourse (conservent leur recours) against 
the shipowner on account of his faults:or those of his servants, if any.”’ 
The second question was: ‘“‘Do general clauses, exempting the ship- 
owner from liability for fault and negligence of the captain, modify 
the answer to the first question, or have they no effect in 
average?’’? This question was answered: ‘‘ general negligence 
clauses should not modify the answer to the first question, excepting 
that the recourse should be void.’’ As I should interpret the meaning 
of these answers, the state of the law as it ought, i 
to them, to be would not substantially differ from the law 
of this country. Practically, so far as our law is concerned, it 
is immaterial whether, if the shipowner sues for a general —- 
contribution, the answer to his claim, which his responsibility for the 
negligence occasioning the general a loss affords to the party who 
would otherwise be liable to the form of a defence or of a 
counter-claim. If he cannot retain the contribution, he may well be 
considered incapable of legally claiming it. If, on the other hand, the 
shipowner is protected by a negligence clause in the contract of carriage, 
then there is nothing which, either in the form of a defence or counter- 
claim, can be used a3 a bar to his claim which arises under the law of 
general average, because the person sued for contribution is precluded 
from having ‘‘ recourse,” in answer to the claim, to negligence which 
does not constitute an actionable wrong or breach of contract. I am 


* The Carron lark (15 P. D. 208), Milburn v. J: ica Fru‘t Ii C. 
ta Ton Dw wt Importing Ca, (1900, 
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inclined not to differ from Mr. Carver when, in speaking at the 
conference on his motion for the adoption of a clause which might 
be inserted in contracts of carriage by sea, he said that in his opinion 
a sound view in jurisprudence and a sound view in business is that the 
law of general average is one thing and that the law of affreightment is 
another, and that the two things should be quite distinct. Possibly a 
declaration of the rights arising under the law of affreightment and the 
law of general average, which plainly recognizestheir independence (as these 
two answers do), is better than one which appears to iutroduce into the 
latter limitations derived from the relations created by the former. But I 
do not think that the law as approved by the answers of the conference 
will create any practical divergence from the law of England. Mr. Carver’s 
proposed clause, which was adopted by the conference, after the motion had 
been seconded and warmly supported by Mr. Gray Hill, the President of 
the Law Society, ran thus: ‘‘ Rights to contribution in general average shall 
not be affected, though the danger which gave rise to the sacrificeor expendi- 
ture may. have been due to default of one of the parties to the adventure ; 
but this shall not prejudice any remedies which may be open against that 
party for such default.’’ Remedies, I suppose, ought to be interpreted in the 
same way as ‘“‘recourse’’ in the report of the Belgian committee. Ido 
not understand that the effect of the rule, if adopted in the contracts of 
affreightment of the rule, would be in any way to diminish the right 
of the defendant, in-an action fora general average contribution, to do 
that which the English law entitles him to do, when the fault of the 
plaintiff in causing the danger constitutes an actionable breach of 
contract or duty under the contract of carriage—viz., to base upon 
that fault an answer to the action. The purpose of the rule, as I 
understand it, is to do away with the conflict caused by the American 
and Dutch decisions by freeing, by express agreement, the operation of 
the law of general average from limitations arising out of the fault 
of the party claiming contribution, whilst preserving to all concerned 
the rights (statutory or contractual) which arise out of the contract of 

iage. These rights, where there is no ‘‘ negligence clause,’’ would 
still afford an answer to an action for contribution, for default of one 
of the parties to the adventure clearly includes that of the party claiming 
contribution ;- and, as I have already said, it appears to me to be 
practically immaterial, in our courts, at any rate, whether the answer 
takes the form of a counterclaim or is pleaded as a defence, properly 
so-called, in order to avoid circuity of action. Where the shipowner, 
by statute or contract, is protected from claims for damage or loss arising 
from negligence, there would be no answer of any kind to the claim for con- 
tribution, because there would be no ‘‘ remedy’? open and no claim 
for damages. It was resolved by the conference that this rule should 
not be inserted in the York-Antwerp Rules, but should be known 
as the Antwerp Rule, 1903, which may be adopted in contracts 
of affreightment. The matter is not free from difficulty, but let us hope 
that the new rule may be proved by experience to have the salutary 
effect which will justity the action of the conference in approving it. 








Legal News. 


General. 


It is announced that the commission day for the summer assizes at Man- 
chester on the Northern Circuit, which was fixed for Monday, the 11th of 
July, has now been altered to Saturday, the 9th of July. 


The benchers of Lincoln’s-inn have commissioned Mr. Ouless, R:.A., to 
paint a portrait of his Royal Highness the Prince of Wales, in order to 
commemorate his Royal Highness’s term of office as treasurer of that 
society for the current year, 


The secretary of the Chartered Institute of Patent Agents-announces 
that a cablegram has reached the institute from which it appears that the 
Australian Commonwealth Patents Act has now been proclaimed and is 
now in force, thus enabling protection to be obtained in the six states by 
a single patent. 

The town photographer was, says the Central Law Journal, exbibiting in 
his window a large full-length likeness which he had just made of a local 
member of the bar, standing in his favourite attitude with his hands in his 
pockets. All remarked on the likeness to the orginal, till an old farmer 
came along. ‘’Taint nuthin’ like him at all,’’ said he; ‘‘he don’t never 
have his hands in his own pockets.’’ 

The judicial business of the House of Lords was to be resumed on 
Thursday last. The present list, says the Times, contains forty-two cases, 
of which thirty-one are English, ten are Scotch, and one is an Irish appeal. 
There are three cases awaiting judgment, and one peerage claim—that to 
the Norfolk earldom—depending. The sittings of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council were to begin on Wednesday with a list for the month 
of June of fifteen Indian and colonial appeals. 

Mr. K. B. Murray, secretary to the Trade-Marks Section of the London 
Chamber of Commerce, writes to the Times objecting to Mr. Moulton’s 
Trade-Marks Bill on the ground that “ First, it permits and encourages 
frequent applications to court, which it should be the purpose of a useful 
Bill to avoid ; secondly, it is illiberal to traders as regards the definition 
clauses as to what a good trade-mark should consist of (e.g., all 
gi ang words are excluded, which is not the case under the present 

w) ; also the common law right of a trade to a trade-name—not in use 
before 1875—would appear to be in jeopardy under Mr. Moulton’s Bill; 
thirdly, it leaves far too great a power in the hands of the registrar; and 
fourthly, several of the fees are excessive in view of the small amount of 
protection afforded by such a Bill.”’ 





Lord Macnaghten, whose retirement is again rumoured, has, says the 
Globe, been a Lord of Appeal some seventeen years. He went straight to 
the House of Lords from the Chancery Bar, having refused an offer of g 
puisne judgeship from Lord Selborne some four years earlier. Whenever 
Lord Macnaghten does retire, the bench will lose its only ‘‘old Blue,” 
He rowed for Cambridge in the ’ Varsity race of 1852. What is even more 
important is that the House of Lords will lose the services of a judge who 
knows how to impart to the most erudite judgments the saving grace of 
humour. 

‘* You are’a very lucky old woman,” Mr. Justice Wills is stated by the 
Daily Mail to have remarked to a prisoner at Montgomeryshire Assizeg 
on Wednesday who had bzen acquitted by a jury of a charge of theft. ‘‘ The 
jury have acquitted you,’ he continued, ‘‘although you said you were 
guilty, and if you are going to have another accident of the same kind 
happen to you I advise you have it in the same district.’ The jury's 
verdict, remarked the judge, was in accordance with precedent. Whenever 
he visited that part of the country the first prisoner was invariably 
acquitted, no matter what the evidence was. 


At the annual presentation banquet given by the Law and City Courts 
Committee of the Corporation on ‘Tuesday, the chairman, Mr. John Lobb, 
in submitting the toast of ‘* The late Chairman,”’ said that the committee 
was entrusted with the Mayor’s Court and the City of London Court. The 
former was one of the most ancient courts in the kingdom. It wasa 
Royal Court existing in the time of Edward the Confessor. The Mayor's 
Court had, during the last three years, dealt with 26,752 actions involving 
£667,510 sued for, and resulting in £19,097 in fees to the city’s cash. The 
City of London Court during the same period had dealt with 113,351 
actions, involving £664,621 sued for, and resulting in £58,536 in fees to 
the city’s cash. The continuous sitting of the City of London Court, a 
change which he (the chairman) long advocated, had resulted very 
advantageously both to the city and to the litigants. 


Complaints with regard to delays at Somerset House, which were so rife 
in our columns a few weeks ago, have now found their way intothe Times, 
Mr. Edgar B. Cobn writes that ‘‘on the 9th of December last an account 
was forwarded for payment of estate duty ; this was not assessed until the 
9th of February following (three months). Meanwhile ‘ observations’ of 
great length were received from the authorities, and a considerable corre- 
spondence ensued. It was, however, found impossible to satisfy the 
authorities. I therefore begged for an appointment to discuss their 
questions, which, after many refusals, was ultimately granted. At the 
interview which took place the whole matter was disposed of in the course 
of ten minutes, and the duty was assessed on the account as originally 
prepared. I was told even then that the duty could not be assessed ‘ right 
away,’ but the official, after some. persuasion, very kindly did what was 
necessary. I sent a cheque by hand the next day for the purpose of pay- 
ing the duty, which was refused, the explanation being that the account 
should not have been returned by me, but should have been returned 
through the post. On the 16th of February a note was received from 
Somerset House stating the amount of the assessment and a warning that 
‘if there were further delay a recalculation might be necessary.’ It will 
be noticed that the duty had already been tendered and refused. On 
the same date (the 16th of February) a cheque for the duty was posted. On 
the 12th of March (a month later) the receipted account was returned. This 
estate involved the division of about £20,000, and the payment to the 
legatees was delayed for some months. In another case simple legacy 
accounts were sent for assessment of duty on the 6th of May, but all that 
has been done up to the time of writing is a printed acknowledgment of 
their receipt.”” ‘‘ Lex’’ also describes the present state of business at the 
Estate Duty Office as ‘‘ nothing short of a scandal, and the irony of the 
situation is that the system now in operation there is the outcome of the 
recommendations made by the Royal Commission which was appointed 
last year to inquire into the working of the Death Duties Acts. The 
Commissioners found that the arrangements then in force entailed delay 
and inconvenience to the public; and as a result the old practice, under 
which solicitors and others could attend at Somerset House without an 
appointment, and generally have their accounts examined and the duties 
assessed while waiting, has, since the 1st of January last, been abrogated 
in favour of a system which hitherto has produced nothing but loss of 
time to solicitors, expense to clients, and inconvenience to trustees and 
beneficiaries, without making mention of the heavy official outlay 
occasioned by the alteration.’’ 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or Recistrars 1x. ATTENDANCE ON 








Date Emercency <Aprgeau Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
6 Rora. No. 2. KEKEWICH. FaRrwe.t. 
Monday, June............ 6 Mr. Farmer Mr, Church Mr. King Mr. Beal 
Teesiar ee SD iaccseseteviie g i Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Wednesday .......00...... 8 ‘Theed urch ing Beal 
Thursday ... ea A Greswell Farmer Carrington 
i 10 Greswell Church King Beal 
Saturday ...... ie | Church Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. Buck.ey. Joyeg. Swinren Eapy. WARkINGTON. 
Monday, June............ 6 Mr. W. Leach Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton Mr. Godfrey 
esd ay ......... Thecd Godfrey Jackson R. Leach 
W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Jackson 
eed Godfrey Jackson Pemberton 
W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Carrington 
Theed Godfrey Jackson Beal 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
Appga Court I. 


the King’s Bench Division, Final 
oy Interlocutory Appeals from the 
‘Admiralty Division, and Cases in In re 
The Workmen's Compensation Act, or 
other Business proposed to be taken in 
this Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 


Appeat Court II. 


Appeals from the 
Chancery Division, Final, Interlocutory 
and New Trial Appeals from the Probate 
and Divorce Division, Bankruptcy and 
Lunacy Appeals and Appeals from the 
Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts, 
or other Business proposed to be taken 
in this Court, will, from time to time, be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Cuancery Court I, 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 


when other Business is advertised | 


in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice | 


Kexewica will take Actions with Wit- | 


nesses daily throughout the Sittings to 
the exclusion of other Business. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Ms. Justice SWINFEN EADY. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 


the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice Swinren 
Eapy will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings. 


Kixe’s Bencu Court, 
Ms. Justice WARRINGTON. 


Except when other Business is advertised in 
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1 
7 
I 





the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice War- 
piston will take Actions with Witnesses 
daily throughout the Sittings to the 
exolusion of other Business. 

Lorp CHANCELLOR’s Court. 

Ma. Justice FARWELL. 


[ues., May 31...Mots and gen pa 
Wed., June 
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Thursday ... { General paper 
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Monday......20...Sitting in chambers 
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Wednesday 22...General paper 
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«eee 24... The King’s Birthday 
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Monday......27...Sitting in chambers 


a 
p ne! r 
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Friday ...."15...Mots and gen 
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business 
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Friday ...... 12 ..Remaining mots 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two Bh. a — od i 

7" ju it or order m 
fn urt with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 
Paper. 

N.B.—The following pay on further con- 
sideration are required for the use of the 
judge, viz. :—Two copies of minutes of the 
pro A ae or order, 1 copy plead- 
ings, and 1 copy master’s certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 

judge's clerk one clear day before the 

further consideration is ready to come into 
the paper. 


Cuaancery Covert II. 

Mr. Justice BUCKLEY. 
Tues., f mmf 31 ..Mots and non-wit list 
Wed., June 1 ican 
Thursday .. 2 } Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 3.. pe and non-wit ae 

urda t caus, pets, procedure 

Bet 7 vi Be Feed oy 
Monday...... 6...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday... .. 7 { wit list 


Companies Acts and non- 
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1 ae 
Monday......13...Sitting in chambers 
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Friday ...... 8 ry and non-wit list 

Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ... 9) sums, and nang ME list 


Monday......11...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...12 | Companies Acts and non- 
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Thursday ...14 = 
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S caus, rocedure 
Saturday ...16 sums, and sae list 


Monday......18 ..Sitting in chambers . 
Tuesday..... 19 | Sot ieet Acts and non- 


Wednesday 20 ete 3s 
Thureday ...21j NOt list 
Friday soveeeiB... Mota and a list 

F caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...23 | sums, and non-wit list 
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Tuesday ...26 1 wit list 


Wednesday 27 an 
Thursday 7.28} D00-Wit list 
Friday 29 . Mots and ot = 
Companies Acts and non- 
Saturday ...90 | Sorby 
Mon., Aug. 1 ..Sitting in chambers P 
(Companies Acts and non- 
Tuesday ..... 2 twit list 


Wednesdiy it Non-wit list 


Thursday ... 

Friday ...... Te and non-wit list s 
»§Sht caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday ... 6; sums, and non-wit list 

Monday...... 8 ..Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ... 9 i — Acts and non- 


Mots, sht ca’ ro- 
Wednesday 10 —_ sums, er 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. The necessary papers, includ- 
ing two copies of minutes of the pro- 
posed judgment or order, must be left 
in the Court with the judge’s clerk one 
clear day before the cause is to be put in 
the paper, in default the cause will not be 
put in the paper. 

N.B.—The following Papers on further 
consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T'wo copies of minutes 
of the proposed judgment or order, 1 
copy ——- and 1 master’s 
certificate. ese must be left in court 
with the judge’s clerk one clear day 
before the further consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 


Cuancery Court III. 
Me. Justice JOYCE. 
one 5 od 31...Mots and non-wit list 
. June 1 inn 
Thursday ... 2 | Non-wit list 
Friday ...... 3. Mots and non-wit list 
)Sht caus, pets, procedure 


Saturday... 4 (sums, and non-wit list 
Monday...... 6 .. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 7 

Wednesda: s| Non-wit list 
Thursday ... 9 

Friday ...... 10...Mots and non-wit list 


Sht caus, pets, procedure 
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In re Bowlby, dec Bowlby v Bowlb: 
Justice Joyce, dated Nov 12, 1903 
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Thursday ...21 
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sht caus, pets, procedure 
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Monday ...25 ..Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...26 
Wednesday 27 Non-wit list 
Thursday ...28 
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Sht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday .. 30 } sums, and eR list 
Mon., Aug. 1...Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ... 2 

Wednesday 3 Non-wit list 

Thuraday ... 4 

Friday ...... 5 ry and non-wit a 

caus, pets, p ure 

Saturday ... 6 } sums and non-wit list 

Monday...... 8...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday ... 9. Non-wit list 
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Friday .... 12 ..Remaining business 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 


heard, and the necessary papers, including 
two copies of minutes of the ae 
judgment or order must be left with the 
judge’s clerk one clear day before the 
is to be put into the paper. 
N.B,—The following papers on further con- 
“sideration are required for the use of the 
j , viz.:—T'wo copies of minutes of 
the pro) judgment or order, 1 copy 
pleadings ond 1 copy master’s certificate, 
which must be left in court with the 
judge's clerk one clear day before the 
furt r consideration is ready to come 
into the paper. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1904. 
The Appeals or other Business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 

FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1900. 

In re The New Zealand Midland Railway Cold Smith (on behalf, &) v 
Lubbock appl of The Industrial and General Trust 1 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated April 6, 1900 

1p02. 

Foy, Morgan & Co v Kempf appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Joyce, dated Feb 6, 1902 pt hd (s o for Master's certificate) April 23 

1903. 


How v Winterton appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 11, 1902 (s 0 until further order—March 11, 1904, produce order) 


d from order of 
(s o until Trinity, 1904) May 


Patent Exploitation ld v American Electrical Novelty, &c, Co ld appl of 
pltffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated June 24,1903 (so not 
before judgment given in House of Lords by same petners v Siemens 

* Bros and Original Motion stand over Dec 19, 1903—by order) July 21 
1904, 

In re Atkinson Barber's Co v Grose-Smith 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 9, 1903 J 

Co ld v Elam S Duplicator Co appl of 
pltéf from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 20,1903 Jan 27 

Mann v Marshall appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 


appl of pltffs from order otf 
an, 27 


1 of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 


In re Pigeon, dec Surgey v Pigeon appl of deft 
from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Nov 7, 1903 Jan 13 In re 
Pigeon, dec Surgey v Pigeon and ors 

Justice Byrne, dated Nov7, 1903 Feb 
tive Flour and Provision Soc ld v The 


PP of defts from order of Mr 


Butterknowle Colliery Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 


appl of pltff from order of Mr 
‘eb ti . 








THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





June 4, 1604, 





_530 








Attorney-General and ors v The Ashton Gas Co 
of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Jan 26,1904 Fe 

In re The Church Patronage Trust Laure v The Attorney-General appl 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Nov 18, 1903 Feb 17 

In re Henry Willis, dec Willis v Willis and ors appl of deft H Willis 
from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Dec 10, 1903 (execution stayed 
to hearing of appeal) Feb 17 

Ridout v Fowler appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Jan 29,1904 Feb 18 

Tn re David Payne & Co 1d Young v D Payne & Co Id appl of The 
Liquidator from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 6, 1904, and 
cross-notice by defts Exploring Land and Mineral Co ld, dated March 
15, 1904 Feb 19 

In re Dowson and Jenkins’ Contract and The Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 “ppl of respt from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 3, 
1904 Feb 20 

In re Spark’s Trusts Massey v Spark appl of deft J E H Spark from 
order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 3, 1904 Feb 23 

In re Johnston Foreign Patents Cold In re Johnston Die Press Co ld and 
In re Johnstonia Engraving Co 1d The J P Trust ldand anrv The 
Companies appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 2, 
1904 Feb 25 

Johnson v Hewett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Feb 19, 1904 (produce order) action to be reheard by order of Court of 
Appeal, March 2. 1904 Feb 26 

The London and North-West American Mortgage Co ld v The Law 
Guarantee and Trust Soc ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Feb 10, 1904 March 2 

In the Matter of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900 and In the Matter of 
the Syrian Ottoman Ry Co appl of deft co from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Feb 4, 1904 March 2 

In re Poole & Clarke’s Contract and In re The Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874 applof C E Poole from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Jan 22, 1904 March 3 

In re Allen & Driscoll’s Contract, dated July 22, 1903, and In re The 
Vendor and Purchaser Act, 1874 appl of E & F Driscoll from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 12, 1904 March 3 

In re Occleston Occleston v Fullalove and ors appl of defts from order 
of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 11, 1904 March 5 

The Lamson Pneumatic Tube Co ld v Phillips appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 29, 1904 March 7 

Crosse v as appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Feb 23,1903 March 9 

Charles Webster (1899) ld v B Sheinman appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Buckley, dated Feb 11, 1904 March 9 

In the Matter of the Estate of Joseph Law, dec Lawv Law Law v Law 
appl of pitff John Law from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 

1, 1904 (produce order) March 10 

Vinio v Candler appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Feb 1, 1904 (security ordered) March 12 

Stevens v Theatres ld and ors appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 18, 1903 March 15 

Villar v Humfrey and anr appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated Feb 5, 1904 March 17 

Addison v Singleton appl of pltff in formé pauperis from refusal of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated Dec 16, 1904 (produce order) March 17 

In the Matter of an Indenture, dated Nov 6, 1882, The Law Union and 
Crown Insce Co v Hartopp and In the Matter of the Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated March 12, 1904 March 21 

Thompson & Son ld v Lloyd’s Bank 1d appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated Nov 5, 1903 March 25 

The Imperial Tobacco Co (of Great Britain and Ireland) ld v Parnell 
&Co appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 14, 
1904 (produce order) March 26 

Napier v Jarrott (by original action) Jarrott v Napier and ors (by 
counter-claim) appl of deft Jarrott from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated March 23, 1904 (s o not before June 9) March 28 

The North American Land and Timber Co 1d v Watkins appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 7, 1903 March 28 

Hardy, &c v Davis and ors appl of deft J W Browne from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 2,1903 March30 Hardy, &c v Davis and 
ors appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 2, 1903 
March 31 

In re W H Holmes, dec Smiles v Holmes appl of deft from order of 
Mr Justice Byrne, dated March 4,1904 April 7 

Smith v Law Guarantee and Trust Socld appi of Commrs of Inland 
Revenue from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 24, 1904 April 9 

The Sheringham Urban District Council v Holsey appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 25, 1904 April 11 

March v The Victoria Coal and Coke Co ld appl of defts from order of 
Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 16, 1904 April 14 

The Burial Board for the Township of Kirkdale v The Lord Mayor and 
Citizens of the City of Liverpool (Liverpool District Registry) appl of 
pitffs from order of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated March 26, 1904 


appl of defts from order 
b 16 


April 19 

Werner Motors 1d v A W Gamage 1d appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Dec 21, 1903 April 20 

Brinckman and ors v Matley appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated Jan 23, 1904 April 21 

Peter Pilki 
Justice Kekewich, dated April 19, 1904 (produce order) April 22 





nm ld v B and S Massey appl of deft from order of Mr 


—= 

McGruther v Pitcher (Manchester District Registry) appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Jan 30,1904 April 23 

Trechmann v Calthorpe appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce 
dated March 30, 1904 (produce order) April 25 ’ 

De la Cour v Clinton appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Joyce, dateg 
March 30, 1904 (produce order) April 25 

Christy & Oo and anr v Tipper & Son and In the Matter of a Trade 
Mark, No. 242,163, and In the Matter of the Patents, Designs ang 
Trade Marks Acts, 1883-1888 appl of pltff W. T. Young from order of 
Mr Justice Joyce, dated Feb 1, 1904 April 27 

Tait v MacLeay appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dateq 
April 22, 1904 (produce order) April 30 

Macmillan and ors v Ehrmann appl of pltfis from order of Mr Justicg 
Buckley, dated March 18, 1904 (produce order) May 2 

In re Mary Lewis, dec Lewis v Lewis appl of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Joyce, dated March 10,1904 May 3 

Hicks v Simmons appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
April 21,1904 May 3 

In re Brown & Gregory ld Shepheard v Brown, Gregory ld and anr 
Andrews and ors v Brown & Gregory ld (consolidated) appl of A A 
Palmer from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Feb 27, 1904 May 5 

In re Eyre’s Settlement Trusts Tanner v Eyre appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Swinfen Eady, dated Feb 11, 1904 May 11 

In re Valantine Knight, dec Langdale and ors v Chapman and ors appl 
of pltffs and ors from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated March 18, 
1904 (produce order) May 11 

In re Charles Phelps, dec In re James Phelps, dec J E Phelps vG 
Phelps and ors appl of deft G Phelps from order of Mr Justice Swinfen 
Eady, dated Jan 12,1904 May 12 

Wellcome v Thompson and Capper appl of defts from order of Mr 
Justice Byrne, dated Dec 14, 1904 (produce order) May 13 

Glyn v Oliver and ors appl of deft Farr from order of Mr Justice Buckley, 
dated May 6, 1904 (produce order) May 13 

Gaskell and anr v Bond and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated April 14, 1904 May 13 

In re The Co's Acts, 1867 to 1877 Hoare & Cold and reduced appl of 
Hoare & Co ld from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated May 10, 1904 
May 14 

Adina & Best 1d and ors v Thomas & Williams appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Joyce, dated March 19, 1904 (produce order) 
May 16 

Datntie v Poole appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Feb 10, 1904 May 20 


FROM THE CHANCERY, PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISIONS. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1904. 


In re Elizabeth Bradbury, dec Wing and aur v Bradbury and anr appl 
of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 26, 1904 
March 11 

Johnson v Whitaker appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated March 9, 1904 s o (liberty to apply to restore April 16, 11904) 
March 17 

In re Lewis Henry Longbotham and anr, Solicitors of the Supreme Court 
appl of L H Longbotham and A T Longbotham from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich March 8 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re The Strand Wood Co 
ld appl of C & HJ Gane from order of the Judge in Chambers, dated 
April 28, 1904 May 17 

In re The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890 and In re The Pretoria Pietersburg 
Ry Cold appl of Secretan and ors from refusal of Mr. Registrar Hood, 
dated May 12,1904 May 20 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(General List.) 
1904 


Divorce Neligan v Neligan appl of petn from order of Mr -Justice 
Buckunill, dated Feb 3, 1904 Feb 13 

Divorce De Lisle vy De Lisle appl of applt from the order of The President, 
dated March 14, 1904 (security ordered) April 6 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(General List.) 
1904, 
Bullivant and ors v Richard Johnson & Nephew ld appl of pltffs from 


order of the Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine of Lancaster, dated 
Dec 11, 1903 March 14 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH RQIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re A Debtor (ex parte The Debtor), No 135 of 1904 from a Receiving 
Order made by Mr Registrar Giffard, dated 26th April, 1904 

In re Pieris, R 8 (ex parte The Bankrupt), No 521 of 1902 from an Order 
made by Mr Registrar Brougham, dated 24th February, 1904, dismissing 
with costs an application by the Bankrupt as 

In re Hull Neck (ex parte E Maitland, exor of C B Ingram, dec’, No 337 
of 1903 From an Order made by Mr Justice Buckley, dated 8th March, 
1904 

In re William Watson (ex parte Atkin Bros & Co), No 121 of 1904 from 
an Order of Mr Justice Wright, dated 24th April, 1904 
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FROM THE KING'S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
Judgment Reserved. 


Davis v Houston appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, without 
a jury, Middlesex (Heard before the Master of the Rolls, Romer and 
Mathew, LJJ.) cav May 19 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
1902. 


Brown and Goodman v Simpson appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
‘Kennedy, dated July 10, 1902, with a special jury, Huntingdon (not 
before seven days after judgt given in House of Lordsin Simpson v 
Attorney-Gen) July 17 





903. 

levy v Barnett appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated Jan 17, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex (so until Chancery Matter 
disposed of) Feb 5 , 

Kleinworth, Sons & Co v Reddaway & Cold appl of defts from judgt of 
Mr Justice Bigham, dated April 23, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
July 24 

Fiuth Snow appl of pltff from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated 
July 24, 1903, with a special jury, Middlesex Aug 12 

Hannell and ors v Westrope and ors appl of pltifs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated July 1, 1903, without a jury, Bedford Aug 18 

Welsh v Refuge Assurance Co ld appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Com- 


missioner Bray, K.C., dated Aug 11, 1903, without a jury, Lancaster. 


(so for appointment of legal representative) Sept 15 

Titson Lighting Co of Great Britain ld v Arthur Kitson appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 6, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Nov 26 

Turner, Brightman, & Co ld v James Bannatyne & Sons ld appl of 
pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Nov 11, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex Nov 26 

Batson and anr v The School Board for London appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Channell, dated Nov 4, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex 
(so not before June 7) Nov 28 

Inthe Matter of John Joshua Hands, gentleman, one, &c appl of M M 
Dessau from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated Nov 16,1903 Nov 28 

In the Matter of an Arbitration J S Allison & Co, Owners of the SS 
Dorothy v J P Rose Richards applof JS Allison & Co from judgt of 
Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 5, 1903, special case Dec 3 

Sampson v Somers appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 5 

Gerome v Van Laun appl of pltff from juigt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Nov 24, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 7 

Sellar v Charles Bright & Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
— (in Chambers), dated Nov 18, 1903 (s o not before June 10) 


9 

Finch and ors v Willoughby appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 9 

Iusher v Hassard appl of pltfi from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Novy 7, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 17 

Howarth & Sons v Forder appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, 
dated Nov 13, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 18 

Garbutt v The Standing Joint Committee of the Quarter Sessions of the 
County Council of Durham appl of appellant Garbutt from judgt of 
the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Lawrance and Kennedy, dated Dec 
10,1903 Dec 23 

Pulleyne and anr v The Colne Fishery Co and The Colne Fishery Board 
appl of pltffs from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice, dated Dec 4, 1903, 
without a jury, Middlesex Dec 23 

Stockwood & Williams v Parry and Wife appl of deft Susan Parry from 
jndgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Dec 12, 1903, without a jury, 
Glamorganshire Dec 23 

Taff Vale Ry Co v Cory Bros & Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated Dec 10, 1903 ijury discharged), Cardiff . Dec 24 

Bouchard and ors v Prince’s Hall Restaurant ld appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Jelf, dated Dec 16, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Dec 28 

Dawson v The Great Northern and City Ry Co appl of pltff from judet 
of Mr Just ce Wright, dated Dec 8, 1903 (s o not before June 27) Dec 31 

The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Cold v Maison Talbot and ors app! of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Tec 18, 1903, without a 
jury, Middlesex Dec31 The Clipper Pneumatic Tyre Co ld v Same 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 18, 1903, with- 
outa jury, Middlesex Dec 31 

1904. 

Mayor, &c, of the Borough of Hackney v Lea Conservancy Board appl of 
pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Oct 30, 1903, without a 
Jury, Middlesex Jan 15 

E Pilbrow (wife of W F Pilbrow) and E Marsden, both married women, 
sting in respect of their separate estates v A D ‘Thornton and Childs 
ype of pltff Elizabeth Pilbrow from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
Nov 13, 1903, with a common jury, Middlesex Jan 15 

In the Matter of William Agate, a solr, &¢ appl of W Agate from judgt 
of Mr Justics Channell, dated Dec 21, 1903, in Chambers Jan 15 


The Mayor, Aldermen and Councillors of the City of Westminster v John- 


Son appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 10, 1903, 
Witdout a jury, Middlesex Jan 18 Samev Faller appl of deft from 





judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 10, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 18 

Bateman and anr v Hunt and ors appl of defts A B Hunt, L C Hunt and 
RS Hunt from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated Oct 27, 1903 (jury 
discharged), Middlesex Jan 25 

Yrazu v The Astral Shipping Co ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Walton, dated Jan 11, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 26 

Thompson and ors v Goodridge appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated Oct 28, 1903, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 28 

Chapman v Winson appl of deft from judgt of Justices Wills and 
Kennedy, dated Jan 22,1904 Jan 30 

The Rosella Steamship Co ld, Owners of the Steamship “‘ Rosella” v 
H. Ottmann appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Walton, dated Dec 
21, 1903, without a jury, London Jan 30 

Oliver and anr v The Mayor, &c, of Camberwell appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated Jan 19, 1904 Feb1 

Chambers and ors (Applts) v Martineau and ors, Licensing Justices of the 
Tower Division (Respts) appl of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated Jan 26,1904 Feb 3 

Taylor v Burrows appl of deft from judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, 
dated Jan 27, 1904 Feb 10 

Ruben & Ladenburg v The Great Fingall Consolidated ld appl of defts 
Great Fingall Consolidated ld from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, 
dated Feb 6, 1904 (jury discharged), City of London Feb 11 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1899 and in the Matter of an Arbtn 
between the Lancashire Engine Co ld and Walter Longley Bourke appl 
of the Lancashire Engine Co from judgt of Justices Wills and Kennedy, 
dated Jan 21, 1904 Feb 15 

In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889, and in the Matter of an 
Arbtn between Shepherd and Smart appl of J W Smart from judgt of 
The Lord Chief Justice and Justice Wills and Kennedy, dated Jan 26, 
1904 Feb 17 

Wertheimer v Hollender and Cremetti appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Phillimore, dated Feb 6, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 22 

The Metropolitan District Ry Co v The Metropolitan Ry Co appl of pitffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 28, 1903, without a jury, 
Middlesex Feb 23 

Willett v Simmonds appl of pltff from judgt of Master Lord Dunboyne, 
dated Feb 17, 1904 (under Order 36, Rule 57) Feb 23 

In re an Arbitration between Southwark and Vauxhall Water Co (clmts) v 
The Metropolitan Water Board (respts) appl of Southwark and Vaux- 
hall Water Co from award of Sir Eiward Fry, Sir Hugh Owen, GCB, and 
Sir J — Barry, KCB, dated Feb 22, 1904, s o not before July 1 
March 2 

Andrea Wallace & Cov Burke appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Walton, dated Feb 18, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 3 

Automobile Components ld v Iliffe & Sons ld appl of pltffs from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated Dec 21, 1903, with acommon jury, Middlesex 
March 4 

Millard v The Balby with Hexthorpe Urban District Council appl of 
respt from judgt of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and 
Kennedy, dated Feb 29, 1904 March 7 

In re an Arbitration between The Company of Proprietors of Lambeth 
Water Works (clmts) v The Metropolitan Water Board (respts) appl of 
the clmts from award of Sir Edward Fry. Sir Hugh Owen, GCB, and Sir 
J Wolfe Barry, KCB, dated Feb 22, 1904 March 7 

Eldridge v Hadsley appl of pltf feom judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 8 

Bloomer v Haggie appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Feb 23, 1904 March 8 

Sir Samuel Edward Scott, Bart, MP v Robert Stanford Brown appl of 
pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Joyce, dated Jan 18, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 11 

The Anglo-Mexican Colonization Co 1d v London Bank of Mexico and 
South America ld appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 
March 1, 1904 March 15 

The South West Suburban Water Co v The Guardians of St Marylebone 
appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 1, 1904, 
without a jury, Middlesex March 21 

In re an Arbitration between Philip Richard v The Great Western My Co 
appl of the Great Western Ry Co from judgt of Mr Justice Chanunell, 
dated March 2, 1904, and cross-notice by respt P Richard, dated March 
19,1904 March 21 

Stevens v Southwell and anr (Connolly 3rd party) appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Buckley, dated March 3, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 23 

S Oppenheimer v Crean & Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated March 16, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 24 

Societe Anonyme Voiliers des Dunkerquois v Dewar & Webb appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 9, 1904 March 24 

Ellinger v The Mutual Life Insurance Co of New York appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated March 14, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex March 25 

R Barrett & Sons ld v Withers appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 4, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 25 
R Barrett & Sons ld v Davies appl of deft trom judgt of Mr Justice 
Phillimore, dated March 4, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 25 

Attorney-General v Earl of Londesborough: (Revenue Side) appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated March 7, 1994 March 25 

Evans v Cook (Lancashire and Yorkshire Insce Co Id, 3rd party) appl of 
of 3rd party from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated March 7, 1904, wi 
out a jury, Nottingham March 26 
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A Goerz & Co ld v Thomas Edward Bell (Revenue Side), Surveyor of Taxes 
appl of applts, A Goerz & Co ld, from judgment of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 9, 1904 March 28 

Alcott v Millar’s Karri and Jarrah Forests 1d (in voluntary liquidation) and 
Walter L Green appl of defts, Millar’s Karrah and Jarrah Forests ld, 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 11, 1904, with a 
special jury, Middlesex March 28 Same v Same appl of deft WL 
Green from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated March 11, 1904, with 
a special jury, Middlesex March 28 

Goldstein and ors v Ishbitsky appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated March 9, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex March 28 

Hunter v The Perseverance Home Assce Cold appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Lawrance dated March 9, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 6 

Miller v Booth & Macmillan appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated March 9, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex April 6 

Powell & Thomas v Evan, Jones, & Co (by original order) and Evan, Jones, 
& Co v Powell & Thomas and Cowperthwaite (by counter-claim) appl 
of defts Evan, Jones, & Co from judgt of Mr Justice Kennedy, dated 
March 5, 1904 April 6 Powell & Thomas v Evan, Jones, & Co (by 
original order) and Evan, Jones, & Co v Powell & Thomas and Cowper- 
thwaite (by counter-claim) appl of deft Cowperthwaite from judgt of 
Mr Justice Kennedy, dated March 5, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex 
April 6 

Cozens and crs v Dennis appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated March 17, 1904 April 7 

Ash and ors v Tippett appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 18, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex April 9 

Carpenter v Higgins appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Jelf, dated 
March 8, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex April 12 

Simpson v The Secretary of State in Council in India appl of pltff from 
judgt of the Lord Chief justice, dated March 7, 1904 (jury discharged), 
Middlesex April 18 

Evans v Cook (Lancashire aud Yorkshire Insce Co, third party) appl of 
deft from judgt of Mr Justice Wills, dated March 7, 1904, without a 
jury, Middlesex April 20 

Thompson (Applts) v Mayor, &c, of the Borough of Eccles (Respts) appl 
of respts from judgt of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Darling and 
Channell, dated March 29, 1904 April 20 

Osman v Robinson appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
April 23, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex April 27 

Y ey v The Great Western Ry Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
rs are Bigham, dated March 24, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex 

pril 27 

Klench v Farris & ors appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, 
dated April 14, 1904, witha common jury, Middlesex April 28 

Jackson vy Wimbledon Urban District Council appl of respts from judgt 
of The Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated 
March 3, 1904 May 4 

The Underground Electric Railways Co of London Id v The Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) appl of respts from judgt of The 
Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated April 19, 
1904 May 5 

Read v Bailey appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
April 30, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex May 6 

Lawes v Spencer appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
March 7, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex May 11 

Morris v Cooke appl of pitif from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Feb 26, 1904, without a jury, Hereford May 13 

Munro v Hunter appl of deft irom judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated 
Feb 15, 1904, without a jury, Middiesex May 13 

In re The Arbitration Act, 1889 Inthe Matter of an Arbitration between 
G Duke de Stacpoole and Andrew Johnston appl of Duke de Stacpool 
a — of the Lord Chief Justice and Justices Wills and Kennedy 

y 14 

The Mount Lyell Mining Ry Co 1d v The Commissioner of Inland Revenue 
(Revenue Side) appeal of applts from judgt of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated March 10,1904 May 18 

Zeffertt, trading as Michael Zeffertt & Co v Wentworth appl of pltff from 
ju of Mr Justice Darling, dated May 7, 1904, without a jury, 
Middlesex May 19 

Power v Fryer, Cooper, & Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Farwell, dated May 12, 1904, without a jury, Middlesex May 20 

Green v Lockyer and ors and Herring Same v Mackintock and ors and 
Herring Same v Humphries and ors and Herring Same v Fagg & ors 
and Herring appl of deft Herring from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, in 
Chambers, dated May 14, 1904 May 20 

Watson and anr v Charlesworth appl of SW and AH Watson from judgt 
of Mr Justice Channell (special case), dated May 9, 1904 May 21 

FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE, AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 

(ADMIRALTY). 
For Hearne. 
With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 

1903. 

Duc d@’Aumale—1902—Folio 274 The Marychurch Steamship Co ld v The 
Elliott Steam Tug Cold and La Compagnie Maritime Francaise (damage) 
appl of defts La Compagnie Maritime Francaise from judgt of Mr 
Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28, 1903 Nov 13 

Same v Same (damage) appl of defts The Elliott Steamship Co ld from 
judgt of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Oct 28,1903 Nov 24 





| 
1904. 


Toscana—1903 —Folio 586 The Owners, Master and Crew of the Steam. 
ship Bonny v The Owners of the Steamship Toscano, her Cargo ang 
ye gy (salvage) appl of defts from judgt of The President, dated 
April 14,1904 May 3 

H MS Sutlej—1903—Folio 567. The Aberdeen Commercial Co 1d, 
of Brigantine Charles Chalmers and ors v John A Inglis, H M g 
Sutlej (damage) appl of deft from judgt of The President, dated May 9 
1904 May 20 ‘ 


Without Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1903. 


Manar—1903—Folio 29 The Northern Trusts ld v Strachan Bros (mort. 
gage) appl of defts from judgment of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated July 
14, 1903 Oct 8 


1904 


The Commissioners for executing the office of Lord High Admiral of the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland v The Owners of the 
Steamship Minnetouka (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justicg 
Bucknill, dated Feb 16, 1904 April 7 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 
1903. 
Hall and anr v Lees and ors appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 


| from verdict and judgt, dated Nov 11, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Jelf and a special jury, Salford Division, Lancaster Dec 19 


1904, 


Weldon and Corbey Brick Co ld v Martin — of deft for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 28, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 1 

Crosland v The Dorset Publishing Cold appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 28, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 4 

Phillips and Wife v London General Omnibus Co ld and The London 
United Tramways (1901) 1d eppln of defts L G O Co 1d for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 2 
Phillips and Wife v London General Omnibus Co ld and The London 
United Tramways (1901)1d appln of defts for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Jan 26, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 5 

Dederick v Dukas appln of pltit for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 19, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Feb 6 

Bunning v Booroff appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 1, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Philli- 
more and a common jury, Middlesex, and cross-notice by deft, dated 
Feb 22, 1904 Feb 11 

Calrow v Baker appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Feb 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bruce and a 
common jury, Middlesex. Feb 15 

Aeratorsld v Webber appln of pltffs for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 1i, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Channell and a common jury, Middlesex Feb 17 

Walsh v Bentley and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 8, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Bigham and acommon jury, Manchester Feb 20 

Denaby and Cadeby Main Collieries 1d v Yorkshire Miners Association, 
George Cragg and ten others appln of defts, Wadsworth, Parrott, 
Frith and Hall, for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, 
dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex Feb 20 Same v Same appln of defts Yorkshire 
Miners Association, Cragg, Smith and Kaye tor judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex Feb 20 

Woodward v Spring appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 16, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley 
and a common jury, Middlesex March 1 

Neave v Rollitt appln of deft for ju or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Jan 27, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 

nell and a common jury, Norwich March 1 

Dale v White ee of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and 4 
common jury, Middlesex March 2 

Marshall v Lock appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 26, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex Marci 3 

Tuppin v The Mayor, Aldermen, and Burgesses of the County Borough of 
Brighton appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and 
judgt, dated Feb 13, 1904, at trial before the Lord Chief Justice and & 
common jury, Lewes (security ordered) March 3 

Crichton v Cathie and anr appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex March 11 

Boldy v Whitaker appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Dec 9, 1903, at trial before Mr Justice 
Govatbons and a special jury, West Riding, York (security ordered) 
March 12 
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Wilson v Scott Elder appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 


yerdict and judgt, dated March 2, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Law- 
rance and a common jury, Durham March 12 


Bacon v Putley appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from ver- 


dict and judgt, dated March 7, 1904, at trial before Mr 

‘and acommon jury, Middlesex March 15 

Dakhyl v Labouchere appln of deft for judgt or new tria] on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 10, 1904, at trial before The Lord Chief 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex March 16 

Bennett v Coupland appln of pltff for judgt or newtrial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 25, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Buck- 
nill and a special jury, Lincoln March 17 

Thomas Gentles and Sons v Spence and anr appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial 
before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Newcastle-on-Tyne 
March 18 

Symonds v Birt appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 9, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Darling and a 
common jury, Middlesex March 18 

Newton v Watson appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated Feb 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bucknill 
andacommon jury, Lincoln March 24 

Hoyle and Wife v The Lancashire and Yorkshire Ry Co (Halifax District 
Registry) appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 22, 1904, at trial before Mr Commissioner Bray, 
K C, and a common jury, Leeds March 26 

Birmingham District and Counties Banking Cov John Lowry appln of 
dett from judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
March 18, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Kennedy and a special jury, 
Middlesex March 30 

Jepson v The Leeds Forge Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial 
onapyl from verdict and judgt, dated March 16, 1904, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Leeds April 6 

Birhop v Willis appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 23, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and a special jury, Glamorganshire April 7 

Tredway v Machin appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a common jury, Middlesex April 11 

Ferrers v Apthorp appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 22, 1904, at trial before the Lord Chiet 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex April 11 

Cawtheray v Sanderson and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
‘appl from verdict and judgt, dated Feb 11, 1904, at trial before Mr 
Commissioner Bray, KC, and a special jury, York, and cross-notice by 
deft, dated May 13, 1904 April 12 

May v Walshe, and in the Matter of an issue ordered to be tried between 
Leadbetter and anr and May, trading as Henry appin: f deft for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 14, 1904, at 
trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex April 18 

Benning v Ilford GasCo appln of of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 18, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham avd a special jury, Middlesex April 25 

Hocking v Caplin appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated March 28, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a common jury, Middlesex April 27 

Burlin v The General Forage & Grains Drying Cold appln of defts for 
judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 23, 
2 4 trial before Mr Justice Wills and a common jury, Birmingham 

pril 2: 

McKlrea and anrv The United Society of Drillers and ors appln of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 14, 
ow) 4 trial before Mr Justice Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex 

pri 

Foxwell vy Grene appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated April 19,1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance 
and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) May 3 

Havelock y The King’s Norton Metal Uo ld appln of defts for judgt or 
new trial on appl trom verdict and judgt, dated April 26, 1904, at trial 
before Mr. Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex May 3 

Gregory v Johnstone and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 23, 1904, at trial before Mr 
"7 Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex (security ordered) 

ay 

Froude v The London General Omnibus Co 1d and London Unit-d Tram- 
ways (1901) ld appln of defendants London General Omnibus Co 1d for 
judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgt, dated April 28, 
1904, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a spectral jury, Middlesex 
May 5 Same v Same appln of defts London United ‘Iramways (1901) 
ld for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 28, 
1904, at trial without a jury, Middlesex May 5 

Jackson v Hurt appln of deft E W Hart for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated April 5, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex May 7 

Hill v Webster ld appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 29, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Phillimore and a common jury, Middlesex May 9 


Gardiner y Chappell & Co appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 

from verdict and judgt, dated April 30, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
ling and a common jury, Middlesex May 11 

The Lake George Mines ld v Gibbs, Bright & Co and ors appln of pltffs 

for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 4, 


ustice Darling 


1904, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special jury, Middlesex 
(security ordered) May 14 

Londonderry, &c, Co ld v London and Provincial, &c, Co ld appln of 
pitffs for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
April 26, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice Bigham and a special jury, 
Middlesex ane | 17 oa : 

Martin v Pepperell appln of deft in person for judgt or new trial on app 
from verdict and judet, dated May 4, 1904, at trial before Mr Justice 
Darling and a common jury, Middlesex May 20 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1902. 


Owles v. Foster and Taylor (Assignee! appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bucknill, dated May 1, 1902 part heard s o (pending trial of 
issues) May 8 

1904 


Earl v Lubbock appl of pltff from order of the Lord Chief Justice and 
Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated April 29, 1904 May 12 

The King v New and Wife appl of respts from order of the Lord Chief 
Justice and Justices Wills and Kennedy, dated May 10, 1904. May 19 

Dangerfield Printing Cold v Lockwood appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated May 20,1904 May 21 


In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
From County Courts. 
1903. 


Williams v Brintons ld appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Worcestershire, Kidderminster), dated Oct 13,1903 pt hd (s o until 
after judgt in House of Lords in ‘‘Turveys v Brinton’’) by order 
Oct 28 ; 


1904. 


Jones v Raine & Sons appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durham, Sunderland), dated Feb 17, 1904 (s o until after judgt in 
House of Lords in ‘‘ Royston v Granger’’) by order Feb 27 

Askew v The Bullgill Coal Cold appl of applicant from award of County 
oo (Cumberland, Cockermouth and Workington), dated Feb 13, 1904 

arch 5 

Pattison v White & Co appl of respts from award of County Court 
(Durbam, Darlington), dated March 16, 1904 April 12 

Sarah Ann Tuck v The Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of the City 
of Bristol and Messrs Strachan & Henshaw 1d appl of respts Strachan 
& Henshaw ld from award of County Court (Gloucestershire, Bristol), 
dated March 29, 1904 April 12 

Houldsworth & Co v Thomas Ball appl of respt from award of County 
Court (Cheshire, Stockport), dated April 5, 1904 April 21 

Beecher v Beale & Co appl of applt from award of County County (Kent, 
Dartford), dated April 13, 1904 May 2 

Edward v Guest, Keen, & Nettlefold lds appl of respts, from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Merthyr Tydfil), dated April 14, 1904 
May 3 

Rowland v The New Zealand Shipping Cold appl of respt of award of 
County Court (Middlesex, Bow), dated April 20, 1904 May 4 

Jones and ors v The Great Western Ry Co appl of respts trom award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare and Mountain Ash), dated 
April 13,1904 May 4 

Philpotts v Bland & Cold appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Giamorganshire, Cardiff), dated April 15, 1904 May 6 

H A Nolan v Mersey Docks and Harbour Board appl of respt from 
award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated April 21, 1904 
May 9 

N.B.—The above List contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Bench 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c, set down to May 21st, 1904. 





HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


Tainity Srrrines, 1904. 
Norices ReLatine To rHe Cuancery Cavse List. 


Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 
the Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Krkewicn.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Kekewich will sit for the disposal of His 
Lordship’s Witness List daily throughout the sittings, to the exclusion of 
other business. 

Mr. Justice Farwett.—The retained actions with witnesses will be taken 
by Mr. Justice Farwell on a day to be announced in the Daily Cause 
List 

Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Farwell will take 
Liverpocl and Manchester Business as follows: Summonses in Chambers, 
Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and Adjourned Summonses on every other 
Saturday, commencing with Saturday, Juue 4th. 

Mr. Justice Bucxiry will take his business as announced in the 
Trinity Sittings Paper. 

Mr. Justice Joycs will take the retained witness actions on a day to be 
announced in the Daily Cause List. 

Mr. Justice Swinren Eapy.—Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List, Mr. Justice Swinfen Eady will take actions with 





witnesses daily throughout the Sittings. 














534 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





June 4 1904, 











Mr. Justice Warrincton.—Except when other business is in the Daily 


Cause List, Mr. Justice Warrington will sit for the disposal of his Lord- 
ship’s Witness List daily throughout the sittings, to the exclusion of 


other business. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Justices Fanwe_t, BuckLEy 
and Joyce will sit in court the whole day on every Monday during the 
sittings to hear chamber summonses, 

Summonses Adjourned into Court will be taken as follows: Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn as stated in the Daily Cause List; Mr. Justice Farwett, with 
Non-Witness Actions; Mr. Justice Buckitzy, with Non- Witness Actions ; 
Mr, Justice Joycr, with Non-Witness Actions; and Mr. Justice Swinren 
Eapy, as stated in the Daily Cause List. 


Specrat Notice with Rererence TO THE CHANCERY Witness Lists. 
During the Trinity Sittings the judges will sit for the disposal of Witness 


Actions as follows: 


Mr. Justice Krxewicu will take his Witness List as announced above. 
Mr. Justice Farwe.t will take the retained Witness Actions as announced 


in the Daily Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Buck.ey will take the retained Witness Actions as announced 


in the Daily Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Joyce will take the retained Witness Actions as announced 


in the Daily Cause List. 


Mr. Justice Swivren Eapy will take his Witness List as announced 


above. 


Mr. Justice Warnineron will take his Witness List as announced 


above. 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to May 2ist, 1904.) 


Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Retained by Order. 
Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Daniel Nicolas de Nicolas de. 


Nicols Nicols v Curlier adjd 


sumns 
Edwards v Hoods-Barr adjd sums 
In re — Pickthall v Dawes 
adj 


sumns 
In re Sir G. Elliott, dec Hunter v | 


Pyle adjd sumns (June 6) 

In re Wm Rowland,dec Bartholo- 
mew v Middleton adjd sumns 
pt hd 

In re Sarah Rowland’s Estate 
Bartholomew v Marsden adjd 
sumns pt hd 

In re Kari de la Warr’s Settled 
Estates and Settled Land Act 
pt hd 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Savage v De Pradines act & 
counterclaim 

In re Horlock Roylance v Horlock 
act pthd 

Winby v Oyens act 
Long Vacation) 

Lipman v Pulman act (s 0) 

Taylorv Smart act 

Davies v Harrison act 

Davies v Davies act 
summons to stay) 

Levin v Cecil act 

Tn re Foster Greenwood v Beaver 
act (so to be mentioned) 

Assheaton-Smith v Uwen act (June 
14 


(s o till after 


(so pending 


Baldwin v Smart act 

Mathie v Smart act 

Robertson v Smart act 

Tranter v Philpot act 

Cooke v Davies act (not before 
July 1) 

Collyer v Hollingsworth act 

The Holsten Brewery ld v Harridge 
act 

Livermore vy Thorn act 

In re Michael Cozens 
Smith v Cozens act 

Dowling v Lister act and counter- 


claim 
Jenkins v Jones 
claim 


In re David Jones Jones v Jenkins 
adjd sumns 

The J a Dixon Crucible Co v 
Edwin per & Cold act 

Ward v Harper act 

Brodie vSelion act Sellon v Brodie 
act and counterclaim 

Ayre v Skelsey’s Adamant Cement 
Co act 


Cozens- 


act and counter- 


} 








F King & Co v Gillard & Co act 

Porter v Gibbons act 

In re T B George, dec Cave v Bird 
act 

Edmundson v Render act 

Bulmerv McDonald act andcounter- 
claim 

Paterson v McDougall act 

Rowson v Hazelgrove act and 
counterclaim 

Selbach v Furber act 

Mullett v United French Polishers’ 
London Soc act 

Monkhouse v Watson act 

Smith v Richardson act 

Saunders vNeubold act 

Leak v Wrigglesworth act 

Brooks vy Butcher act 

Maguire v Bradley act 

Moore v Ackland act 

Saunders v Shafto act 

Dickinson v Barrow act 

Marsh v Palesthorpe & Triscott act 
and counterclaim 

Rathbone’s South African Syndicate 
ld v Vaughan act 

Croney v Garscadden act 

Metropolitan Electric Supply Co v 
Lond on County Council 

In re Roberts, dec Roberts v 
Roberts HughesvSame McKillip 
vSame act 

Hawkins v Rumilly act 

Rathbone’s South African Syndicate 
ld v Vaughan act 

Mayhew v [riniman act 

Stubbs ld v Minister & Cold act 

Hammond v Taylor act and coun- 
terclaim 

Johnson v Whitaker 
counterclaim 

Meredith v Robinson act 

Nicole Freres ld v Ellis act and 
counterclaim 

Williams v The Baptist Union act 
and counterclaim 

Wyvill v Wyvill & Kent act 

Etherington v Edwards & Wilmot 
act 


act and 


Vaughan v Fraser act 

Ridley v Bell act 

Serjent v Richards act 

Webb v Swann act 

Morgan v Williams act 

Chang Yen-Mao v Moreing act 

Manning v Hollington act 

The Trustees of the Property of 
F Mead, a Bankrupt v Mead act 

Vaughan v Fraser act 

Brodie v Crouch act andm fj 

Benjamin v Guedella act and 
countercloim 


Electric Tramways Construction Co 
v Paine act 





Before Mr. Justice Farwe.u. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Hills v Walker & Sons act (stayed 
until 14 days after return of 
Commission, by order of Master, 
dated Aug 10, 1903) 
Mercer v Denne act pt hd 
Metzler v Carrington act 
Clinton v The Prah Gold Mines ld 
act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 

and Adjourned Summonses. 

In re E D Cropper’s Estate Phillips 
v Hughes adjd sumns (to come 
on with fur con) 

In re Henry Bickers, dec Wilson 
vOhm. adjdsumns June 15 
In re Rayer Kayer v. Rayer adjd 

sumns (s 0) 

In re Pimm, dec Pimm v Hodgson 
adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Seaman, dec George v Wain- 
wright adjd sumns 

In re de Cerjal’s Estate de Cerjal 
v Winn adjd sumns 

In re Dee Estatesld Wright v The 
Dee Estates ld adjd sumns 

In re Same Same v Same adjd 


sumns 
In re Sir William White, dec Inre 
Lady Catherine White Scarlett 
v White adjd sumns 
In re Purdie’s Settlement Rose v 
Hill adjd sumns 
Shaw v Roberts’ m f j (short) 
In re Fowler Fowler v Towers 
adjd sumns 
In re Margaret Woodward & Settle- 
ment Land Acts adjd sumns 
Garrett v Garrett adjd sumns 


Further Consideration. 

It re W Jones, the elder, dec In re 
W Jones, the younger, dec Rick 
de Fabeck v Pooler fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Buckury. 
Retained by Order. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Foster v Waring motn and act 
June 8 
Cowper and anr v Milburn and ors 
act (June 8) 
Weiler v Kannenbeer Supply 
(London) ld _ act (without plead- 
ings—June 8) 
Kannenbeer ld and Carl Freishern 
v Fuerst act (June 8) 
Abbott and anr v Holloway and ors 
act (without pleadings—June 1) 


Causes for Trial without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
The Eaton Socon Brewery Co 
Dalby v The Company Dale v 
The Company m f j (s o until 
further order) 

In re James Carter, dec McDonnell 
v Cothill and Burns mfj (so 
June 11) 

In re James Richard Jones, dec 
Larkin v Hallam adjd sumns 
Blaiberg v Commercial Union Assce 
Cold point of law 

In re Blamey’s Estate Hall v 
Blamey adjd sumns 
Walthamstow Urban District 
Council v Sandell adjd sumns 
In re Halfon, dec Franklin v 
Halfon adjd sumns (restored) 
In re Stott Stott v Roberts adjd 


sumns 

In re Armstrong’s Estate Hind v 
Hind adjd sumns 

The United Tea Co ld v Layton 
adjd sumns 


In re John Parnell, dec Parnell v 





Parnell adjd sumns 








In re Bonham Lyon vy Be 
adjd sumns (restored) ae 

In re Scott Stevens v Scott adjd 
sumns 

Saccharin Corpn v Lyle procedure 
sumns 


Companies (Winding-up) and 
Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding-up), 
Petitions. 

Ferranti ld (petn of Estler Bros— 
8 o from March 22 to June 28) 
Elmore Trust ld (petn of Eliza MA 

Scott—s o from May 17 toJ uly 12) 

Electric Tramways Construction 
and Maintenance Co ld (petn of 
AJ Paine—s o from May 17 to 
July 12) 

Adler’s Consolidated Mining and 
Land Corpn ld (petn of CJ 
Edney) 

Jobn Jenkins & Sons ld (petn of 
Wall Paper Manufacturers 1d) 
Joint Stock Trust and Finance 
Corpn ld (petn of J M Crosley) 
Perrott’s Exploration and Develop- 
ment (Parent) Syndicate 1d (petn 

of J Wishart) 

Palmerston Industrial and Finance 
Corpn ld (petn of W S Cullum) 
Daniels & Co ld (petn of Poth, 

Hille, & Co) 

North-Western Hematite Steel Oo 
ld (petn of Flimby and Broughton 
Moor Coal and ¥ire Brick Co ld 
and ors) 

Asbestine Safety Light Co 1d (petn 
of G B Lovedee) 

The Church Agency ld (petn of the 
Aberdeen University Press 1d) 
The Coke Syndicate Id (petn of C 

Cooke) 

Prah Gold Mines ld (petn of TR 
Smith) 

Syndicat Nord Africain 1d (petn of 
Baron A de Kusel) 


Petition (to sanction Scheme of 
Arrangement) under Joint Stock 
Companies Arrangement Act, 


East Sheba Reef Mining Co 1d (petn 
of Company and Liquidator—so 
from May 17 to June 28 


Chancery Division. 
Petitions (for Reduction of Capital) 
under Companies Acts, 1867 and 
1877 
British Aluminium Co ld and 
reduced (petn of Company) 
Cave, Austin, & Co ld and reduced 
(petn of Company) 


Companies (Winding up). 
Motion. 
Watchmakers’ Alliance and Frnest 
Goode’s Stores 1d (for committal 

—so from May 17 to June 7) 


Court Summonses. 

Electric Tramways Construction and 
Maintenance Co ld (to stay 
proceedings—s o from May li t 
July 12) 

Same (to expunge paragraphs from 
affidavit—(s o from May 17 t 
July 12 

Appleton, French, & Scrafton ld 
(for misfeasance—will be heard 
by Mr Justice Warrington) | 

Palmers’ Decoration and Furnish- 
ing Co ld (for declaration as to 
certain debentures 

Lake George Mines ld (for payment 
out of Court) 





Before Mr Justice Joyce. 
Retained by Order. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Meyhew v Willett act 
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Causes for Trial Without Witnesses, 
Adjourned Summonses, and 
Special Cases. 

Husbands v Hodson adjd sumns 
8.0) 

~ Beauclerk’s Trust Watson 
Taylor v Hough adjd sumns 
(restored 

De Quitteville v De Quitteville 


(restored) 

Smith v The Real Estates Corpn 
adjdsumns (s 0) 

In re Dayrell, dec Hastie v Day- 
rell adjd sumns (s 0) 

In re Caulfield, dec Caulfield v 
Caulfield adjd sumns 

In re Davey, dec Pinder v Davey 
adjd sumns 

Inre Rosa Huyshe, dec Barnes v 
Tailyour adjd sumns 

In re Dunlop Hill Hill v Hill 
adjd sumns 

In re Fone, dec Bussell v Whitty 
adjd sumns 

Inre Tringham’s Trusts Tringham 
yGreenhill adjd sumns 

Wright v Wright adjd sumns 

In re Little, dec Little v Little 
adjd sumns 

Inre Jeremiah Little, dec Little v 
Rudyard adjd sumns 

Inre Reeve, dec Brough v Reeve 
adjd sums 

Durran v Durran adjd sums 

In re Robert Ward Twigg v 
Bennett adjd sumns 

In re Roberts’ Settled Estate and 
Settled Land Acts adjd sumns 

In re Miles’ Settlement Miles v 
' Belfrage adjd sumns 

In re John Bayly, dec Bayly v 
Bayly adjd sumns 

Inre John Bayley’s Trust Bayley 
vDarnan adjd sumns 

In re Colman, dec Colman v 
Myhill adjd sumns 

In re Naghten Lang v Naghten 
adjd sumns 

InreClay, dec Childv Clay adjd 





sumns 

Chapman v New action without 
pleadings 

Burgess v Booth adjd sumns 

In re Horn Horn v Higg adjd 
sumns 

Whinney v Spencer special case 

In re Scott Adie, dec Russell v 
Adie adjd sumns 

In re Tassell,dec Tassell v Tassell 


adjd sumns 

re Trevanion’s Settlement 
Portman v ‘Trevanion adjd 
sumns 


In re Stone’s Settlement Trusts 
Stone v Blunt adjd sumns 
Inre Wright, dec Wooldridge v 
Crabbe adjd sumns 
Inre Head, dec Gilling v Watkins 
adjd sumns 
Darley v Darley act without 
Witnesses 
re Goodrich’s Settlement 
Goodrich v Weighman adjd 
sumns 
Kuhn y Ward adjd sumns 
In re Ann Hicks, dec Wells v 
Hicks adjd sumns 
Platz v Hill adjd sumns (with 
Witnesses) 
Chaplin vy Willis m f j (short) 
re Louisa Ann Smith Smith v 
mith adjd sumns 
te Andrew Yule Yule v Yule 
adjd sumns 
tisv Conran m f j (short) 
der v Elder adjd sumns 
te Roy, dec Roy v Roy adjd 
sumns 





In re F Ridley’s Trust Ridley v 
Ridley adjd sumns 
In re Richard Atkinson Page v 
Gadsden adjd sumns 
In re Smith, dec Waite v Dawson 
adjd sumns 
Further Consideration, 


In re Fletcher Fletcher v Marsh 
fur con 


Before Mr. Justice Swrvren Eapy. 

Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

In re Farbridge Farbridge v Far- 
bridge act 

Leconfield v Jolliffe act 

In re Deighton’s Patent, No 15,670 
of 1896 petn ordered to go into 
Witness List (s o until after 
decision of House of Lords in 
** Leeds Forge v Deighton ”’ 

In re Morison’s Patent, No 4,806 
of 1890, &c petn ordered to go 
into Witness List 

Codd v Delap act (so until return 
of Commission) 

Copin v Klondyke Champs D’Or 
Syndicate ld stayed until return 
of Commission and for security 

The Council of the Metropolitan 
Borough of St Marylebone v The 
Great Central Ry act 

Tooth v St Aubyn’s Mansions (Hove) 
ld act and mfj(s o till record 
amended) 

George v Thomas act (s o not be- 
fore June 24) 

Pretty v Fraser act 

Duchess of Marlborough v Thorn- 
waite act (so to July 1) 

University College, Oxford v The 
Mayor of Oxford act 

O’Halloran v Cobb act 

O’Reilly v Bonney act 

In re Registered Trade Mark, No 
257,125, of the New Indestruct- 
able Accordion Pleating Co and 
the Patent Designs and Trade 
Mark Act, 1883 to 1888 motn to 
rectify register (to come on with 
action ‘“‘ New Indestructable 
Accordion Pleating Co v Cohen ”’ 
not yet set down) 

In re Stucley Stucley v Kekewich 


act 

Marshall v Marshall act 

Crutchlow v Geary act 

Carter v The Natural Gas Fields 
of England ld act and counter- 
claim 

Stewart v Royds act (stayed for 
security to be given on or before 


July 1) 

In re Morton Waddington v 
Morton act 

Killick v Chitty act 

Giles v The Natural Gas Fields of 
England act 

Smithv Bloomfield act and counter- 
claim 

Gilbert v Williamson & Sons act 

Coles v Quick act 


Porter v Moore act 
Alliekins v Hewitt act and counter- 


claim 

Cottey v National Provincial Bank 
of England and James Wellington 
act and m fj 

Pomeroy v Herberte act 

Leir v Strachey act 

Cottrell v Griffiths act 

J P Coats v Crossland act 

Mellor v Walmesley act 

Chute v Gold Run (Klondike) 
Mining Cold act 

Griffith v Lewis act 

De Worms v Pirbright act (not 
before July 1) 

In re Miller, dec Andrews v 
Daniel act 








Vernon v Buchanan Flour Mills 1d 
act 

Sharpington v Fulham Guardians 
act 


Dealtry v Collings act 

Howell v Devon and Cornwall 
Banking Co act 

Simplex Steel Conduit Co v Isaac 
Griffiths & Sons act 

Cable v Cable act 

Meux’s Bre v coweey 8 Cross, 
Euston, and Awe y act 

In re Glanville Cornford v Glan- 
ville act and counter-claim 

Lonsdale v Butler act and counter- 
claim 

Brown and Maxem v Joyce act 

In re Kurtz, dec Emerson v Hender- 
son act 





Before Mr, Justice WARRINGTON. 
Retained from Byrne, J, 
Causes for Trial Without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses. 
In re Wingfield & Blew, a Solr, & 
adjd sumns 

In re Elizabeth Smith, dec Pratt 
v Stringer adjd sumns pt hd 
(to come on with fur hearing of 
Petition) (s 0) 

Talbot v Scarisbrook (so until 
after Master’s certificate) 


Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 

Galloway v Hunter act 

John Knight & Sons ld v Crispe & 
Cold act 

Mason & ors v Recknell & ors act 

Schweppes ld v Gibbens act 

Same v W. Bischome & Sons act 

In re Arthur Pierce, dec Cahill v 
The Treasury Solr act 

Price v Price act 

Scott Jervis v Farlow & anr John- 
son v Jervis Two actions con- 
solidated (by order) 

The Daily Investment Corporation 
ld v Park and ors act 

In the Matter of Patent, No 1,110 
of 1890, of C A Hitchcock and In 
the Matter of The Patents, 
Designs, and Trade Marks Acts, 
1883 to 1888 tn (set down by 
order)—s o until after appl heard 

Cross v The Mutual Reserve Life 
Insce Co action (so until after 
H Lappl heard) 

Fleming v Tuck act 

Munday v The Mayor, Aldermen, 
and Councillors of the Borough of 
Wandsworth act 

The Western Suburban, &c, Build- 
ing Soc v Jordan act (s o 
Michelmas Sittings) 








Philpot v Bath act (s o for Attorney 
Gen 


Hoon v Gebruder, Bauer & Co 
act Inthe MatterofaTrade-Mark, 
No 222,761, and In the Matter of 


Patents, , and Trade- 
Marks Act, 1 to 1888 rectifi- 
cation of r (to come .on 


with ‘‘ Hommel v Gebruder,”” by 
order of Byrne, J, March 23, 


1904) 

In re Sarah Linsley, dec Cattley 
v West act 

Richards v Northampton Union 
Bank ld act 

Furman v Pollock act 

Chaplin, Milne, Greenfell, & Co 1d 
v L Hirsch & Co act (s o until 
return of Commission, Ae 
of B , J, March 26, 1904) (s o 
not before July 1) 

Davidson & Austen v Slazenger 
& Sons act (s o June 10) 

Halden v BJ Hall & Co act (so 


Leek United 
Permanent Benefit Bldg Soc and 
ors act and counter-claim and 
m fj against A. Fernyhough 

The Express Gold Change Till 
ld v Farleigh act 

The Duke of Beaufort v John Aird 
&Son act (s o June 15) 

Bradshaw v Aughton act 

In re Monday, dec Noble v Watts 


act 

Leonard vy Gough act 

Stubbs v Dickinson act 

Eagles v Joyce act and counter- 
claim 

Iu re Delamere Mackay v Wilson 
Haffenden act 

In re Jordan, dec Hayward v 
Hamilton act (restored) 

Jelley v Lee act 

Priestly ld v Smith act 

Harris and anr v_ Boots’ Cash 
Chemist (Southern) ld act 

Adolphe Rosenthal & Co ldvCB 
Luce act 

Gray v John & Rees act 

Smith v Scott act 

Greenwood v Curtis act 

The Truetees of the Property of 
W S Hancock (a pt) v 
Arnold act 

Selbach ld and anr v Beyfus & 


— act 

L & OC Hardtmuth v Baker & Son 
Son act 

The Lycett Saddle and Motor 


Accessories Co ld v J B Brooks & 
Cold act 


—_—\— 


High Court of Justice.—King’s Bench Division. 
Masrers iw Cuampers ror Trinity Srrries, 1904, 


A to F.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Lord Dunboyne ; 
Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Day. : 

G to N.—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Chitty ; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and age Master Macdonell. 


O to Z.—Mondays, 


ednesdays, and Fridays, Master Archibald ; Tues- 


days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Wilberforce. 
Practice Master. 


A master will sit daily in his own room in accordance with the followi 
rota to dispose of all Questions of Practice, Ex parte Applications ani 


General Business. 
Monday, Master Wilberforce. 
Tuesday, Master Lord Dunboyne. 
Wednesday, Master Macdonell. 
Thursday, Master Chitty 
Friday, Master Day. 
Saturday, Master Archibald. 








The Southwark and Vauxhall Water Company invite tenders for a 
further issue of 3 per Cent. Debenture Stock, authorized under the provi- 
sions of the Southwark and Vauxhall Water Act, 1898, redeemable at par 
at the option of the company twenty-five years from the date of issue. 
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The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


June 7.—Messrs W. Brown & Co., Tring, Herts, and Aylesbury. Bucks : Dairy, Poultry, 
and Fruit Farm, at Prestwood, 1 mile from Great Missenden Station, Metropolitan 
Railway; in Two Lots. Seven 8uilding Sites at Prestwood, from }to 1% acres.— 
June 8: Vill ge Farmhouse, 17} acres, 2} miles from Aylesbury Village House. 
Garden, Stabling, &c., and 3 acres.—June 9: Milesfield Farm, house, homestead, and 
69 acres, on brow of Chiltern Hills. (See advertisem-nts, this week, p. x.) 

June 7, 8. and 9.—Messrs. W. Brown & Co., Tring, Herts and Aylesbury, Bucks. 
Freehold Farms, Country Cottages, and Sites in Bucks and Herts :—Prestwood 
Common Great Missenden: Seven Freehold Building Sites, at the Buckingham 
Arms Hotel, Great Missenden, at 4, Solicitor. R. H. Rushforth, , Amersham, 
Bucks. Prestwood, Great Missenden, 1 mile from station: Dairy and Fruit Farm 
of 16} acres. Solicitors, Messrs. Ularke & Son, High Wycombe —Weston Turville 
Bucks, 2} miles from Aylesbury: Village Farmhouse, 15 acres of well-watered 
old pasture, at the Crown Hotel, Aylesbury, at 3.30. Solicitor, E. Wilkins, Eeq., 
Aylesbury. Weston Turville. close to Stoke Mandeville Station: Country Cottage, 
motor-car house, and outbuildings; water laid on. Solicitors, Messrs. Horwood & 
James, Aylesbury Bierton, Aylesbury, 2 miles from stations: A Freehold Country 
Cottage, with outbuildings, coach-house. stabling and small paddock. Solicitors, 
Meesrs. Francis & How, Cresham.— Wendover, Bucks, 2 miles from station, 
Milesticld Farm, 69 acres, on the brow of the Chiltern Hills: A Freehold ——- and 
Garden in Northebu:ch, at the Rose ard Crown Hotel, Tring, at 4. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Peacock & Goddard, London. (See advertisements, this week, p. viii.) 

June 7.— Mesers. Danie Suit, Son, & Oakey (in conjunction with Messrs. WorsFo.p, 
& Haywoop), at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford. at 3, in several Lots :—faltwood, 
Hythe, and Lyminge, Kent: Outlying portions of the Brockhill Park Estate, offering 
@ unique opportunity of acquiring splendid Freehold Sites for sunerior residences 
in a very favou ite district. Solicitors G. 8.{Wilkes, Esq., Hythe, and Messrs. 
Farrer & Co., London. See advertis+ment, this week, front page.) 

June 7.— Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer. & BripGewater, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Chestham Park, Henfield, Sussex: A mile and a-half from Genfield station, a 
mile from the town, six from Hassocks, 12 from Brighton, and within easy access 
of London. A Freehold Residential Estate of 188 acres with excellent Family 
Residence, attractive pleasure grounds, two farmhonses and homesteads. With 

ion Solicitors, Messrs. Patersons, Snow. Bloxam, & Kinder, London.— 
Barnet: About 14a. 8r. 35p of important Freehoid Building Land, about a 
uarter of a mile from New Barnet and Oakleigh-park Stations, on the maia 
t Northern Railway. with direct access to King’s-cross, Bruad-street, and 
Moorgate, and near to the village of East Barnet, having total frontages of about 
1,750! Solicitors, Messrs. Montagu, Mileham & Montagu, London — City of 
London: Corner Warehouse Premises, 18, 20, and 22, Fann-street, Aldersgate-street, 
having frontages of about 71ft., and comprising four floors. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Hewlett, Birch-Reynardson, & Bucknill, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. ii.) 
June 7.—Mr. Tuomas C. Cox, at the Mart, at 2:—Brighton: The fully On-Licensed 
ises, the Great Globe Distillery, near the Pavilion. Sales about £4,500 per 
annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Taylor, Willcocks, Lemon, & a London.— 
Twickenham: About one mile from Twickenham Junction (8 W.R.) and about 
11 miles from Town: The Wheatsheat Brewery, Colne-road, fitted with an 8-qr. 
Plant ; also the licensed Tap gy | sales nearly £9,000 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. ‘Taylor, Willcocks, Lemon, & Elgood, and M-ssrs. Skewes-Cox, Nash, & Co., 
London. (See advertisement, this week, p. iv.) 

June 8.—Messrs. Dovetas Youne & Co., at the Mart, at 2:—Brockley: By orJer of 
the Trustees of the late G. L Mars, Esq., important Leasehold Investments, in the 
best part of this improving suburb and close to Brockley Station. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Avery & Wolverson, London.--Clacton-on-Sea: Three superior Residences, imme- 
diately opposite pier; producing £175. Solicitor, E. W. Sampson, Esq , Woolwich. — 
Important Freehold Building Sites, having a frontage of 210ft. to North-road. Six 
— of Freehold Building Land in Page-road. Solicitors, Messrs. Young & Sons, 

mdon Selhurst: Five Freehold Residences; each from 11 to 14 rooms and offices; 
rentals £65 to £90. Solicitors, Messrs. Simpson, Palmer, & Winder, London — 
Denmark Hil): Capital detached Residence, bicycle house and good garden; rental 
£65. Solicitors, Messrs Leathley & Willes, London.—Clapham Common: Detached 
Freehold Res dence, known as Saxonby Lodge, Clarence-road, garden over half an 
acre; 10 minutes from Clapham-road Electric Station. Also Freehold Property, 
‘Woodlands Lodge, Clarence-road, grounds about three-quarters of an acre. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Rawlings & Butt London. (See advertisements, this week p. v.) 

June 8. Messrs. Humsert & Fuint, at the Mart, at 2: Potter's Bar: Residence and 
Four Acres, known as Powis Court, about a mile from the station (G.N.R.).— 
Elstree: Close to the station, half-an-hour from Town by Midland Railway (Main 
Line’, “‘ Deacon’s-hill’’ Freehold Building Estates, comprisi enclosures of old 
joes land, with excellent frontages. Solicitors, Messrs. Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, & 

ichelmore, London —Harefield Lime and Whiting Works, Middlesex: Lease and 
Goodwill of the above, with the whole of the fixed machinery and trade requisites. 
The premises are about 43 acres in extent. Solicitors, Messrs. Sedgwick, Turner, 
Oddie, & Swoder, Watford, Herts.—Soho: Freehold Property, No. 46, Gerrard- 
street, comprising substantial business premises, occupying a snperficial area of 
1,50 feet. Solicitors, Messrs. Gush, Phillips, Walters, & Williams, Londun. (See 
advertisements, this week, p. iv ) 

June 8.—Mesera. Wuite, Berry, & Tayior, at the Mart, at1:—Ground Lease of No. 
13, Grosvenor-plac2, 8.W., overlooking grounds of Buckingham Palace. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Baileys, Shaw, & Gillett, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. vi.) 

June 9.--Mesers. Antey & Co., at the Mart, at 1:—Freehold Ground-rents of £24 8s, 
secured upon Shop and two non-basement Houses. Solicitors, Messrs. Edwin Smith & 
Ellis, London. (See advertis-ment, this week, p. vi.) 

June 9.—Mesars. C. C. & T Moons, at the Mart. at 2:—Winchmore Hill (with vacant 
possession): The Freehold Family Residence, known as The Cedars, and acres of 
attractive grounds. Solicitors, Messrs. Marchant, Benwell, & Marchant, London.— 
Mile End: Dwelling-house, let at £2 per month. Shop and Dwelling-house, let on 21 
years’ lease.jat £55 per annum. — Old Ford: Freehold Ground-rent of £65 per 
annum, with reversion in 27 years.—Burdett Road: Nos. 29 and 33, Mossford -street, 
let weekly at 15s. each. Mile End: 19 and 21, Cleveland-street very long Leasehold, 
let at £30 and £52 per annum. 33 and 35, Cephas-street, St. Peter’s-road, each let at 
£2 5s. per month Soliciors, Messrs. Wo dard, Hood, & Thorne, London. ~ Canning 
Town and Stoke Newington: Eight Leasehold Houses, No. 26, The Yorkshire Grey, 
is licensed for the sale of beer, tenant paying rates and taxes. Term 37 years. 
Solicitor, W. W. Box, Esq., London —South Hackney: The Leasehold Residence, 
with vacant possession Term 38 years. Solicitors, Messrs. Shaen, Roscoe, = 

-» London.— Poplar: The Freehold Ground-rent of £12 3s. per annum, on 
Nos. 19, 21, and 23, Brunswick-street, wiih reversion in 17 years. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Beale & Co., London.— Leytonstone: The semi-detached Freehold Residence, Inchcolm, 
Walwood-road. Solicitors, Messrs. Vincent & Vincent, London, (See advertisements, 
this week, p. viii.). 

June 9.—Messrs. Depexnam, Teweon, Farmer, & Bripcewater, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Mile End-road: A Block of Freehold Property. nearly an acre in extent, comprising 
four dwel.ing-houses, two cuttages, and large factory premises, with the long trontage 
of about 262ft. 6in. to Redman’s-road, within a few yards of the Mile -road, 
Solicitors. Messrs. Darley & Cumberland. London.—City of London: Nos 1, 3, 6,7 
8, 9, 10, 12, 14. 16, 18, and 20, Aldgaie-avenue, comprising two important blocks o 

aud busi emises, in an improving position, almost adjoining Aldgate 

High-street Solicit:rs, Messrs. Woulfe & Son, London.—Bexley Heath, about seven 

minutes’ walk from the railway station, and fronting the Electric Tramway route: A 

commodious Freehold Detached Kesidence on the main Dover-road, with outbuildings, 

cottage, and —_ of about an acre and a quarter, Solicitors, Messrs. Sharpe, 

a” Pritchards, Barham, & Lawford, London. (See advertisements, this week, 

p. ii. 














June 9.—Messers. pameenernan, Exus, Eczrton, Baraca, Garsworruy, & Co., at the 


Mart, at 2: Leasehold Ground-rents of £175 per annum (net), arising out o: three 
oa and 18 Houses io King’s-road and Oakley-street, Chelsea. Solicitors, cao 

erson & Sons, London. Hoxton: Improved Ground-rents, amounting to £106 per 
annum, secured upon a fully-licensed Pnblic-house. shops, dwelling-houses and 
stabling.. Solicitors, Messrs. Budge & Gwackin, Poole, Dorset.—Wimbledon : Free. 
hold Residential Proverty known as Grosvenor Lodge, occupying a unique position, 
within ten minutes’ walk of Wimbtedon Station on the south- Western and Metropolitan 
Distriet Kailways, fitted throughout with modern improvements, and no expense has 
been spared to make it an ideal abndr ready for immediate occupation. Solicitors 
— —” Maton, Godlee, & Quincey, London. (See advertisements, this 
week, p. xxii. 


June 9.—Messrs Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Bloomsbury: A compact block of 


Residential Flats. known as Bernard House, 42, Bernard-street, Russell-square 
producing £440 per annum.—Camberwell: In Four Lots, Three Freehold Houses and 
Shops, and eight Houses, Southampton-street, producing £278 8s. per annum, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Stuckey, Son. & Pope, Brighton.—Clapham: Freehold Ground. 
rent, with early reversion ; leased at £5 12s per annum, for a term expiring August 
29, 1910, when the purchaser will be entitled to the rack-rent, estimated at £140 per 
anuum. Solicitors, Messrs. Carter & Swallow, London.— Sydenham: [n Une Lot, a 
compact Estate of 40 Houses; let wore. producing £954 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs, Eaden & Spearing, Cambridge. (See advertisements, this week, p. vii.) 


Result of Sale 
Reversions, Lire Po.icres, anp SHares. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 764) of the 


above Interests at the Mart, E.C , on Thursday last, when the following were sold at the 
prices s atei, the total of sale being £2,764 :— 


REVERSIONS : 
Absolute to Three-sevenths of £4,412 11s. India 3 per cent. Stock; 
e 64... eee ane “a ‘ae -- Bold £975 
Absolute to Three-sevenths of Frecholds, producing £163 per 
annum ; life 64 - . oe oe eos ooo oo - 700 
Absolute to One-eighth of £8,407 ; life 69 ., oe oo oe we 52) 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £200; life 63, and £200 ; life 54 oe ooo eee eos - 170 
For £100 and £100; same lives oes a ose eos enn - 115 
SHARES : 
Dysynni Gas Co. (Limited) : 92 shares of £10 each, fully paid wee 49 184 
British and Colonial Colliery Supply Association (Limited) : Nine 
6 per cent. First Mortgage Debentures of £100 each oe oops 100 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 27. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Ayeio-American Macuine Toot Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before July 


16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Claude Shoolbred, 34, King st, Cheapside 


AspesTine Sarety Licut Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented May 18, directed 
& to be heard June 7. Gush & Co, Finsbury circus, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 


must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 6 


Coxe Synpicats, Limitrp—Petn for wiading up, presented May 19, directed to be heard 


June 7. Beal & Payne, Budge row, for Bedford, Newhaven, solor for petner. Notice 
of appearing must reach the above-named petner’s agents not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 6 


Joint Stock Trust anp Finance Corporation, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented 


May 12, directed to be heard June 7. Spyer & Sons, 65, London wall. Notice of 
ouate must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
une 


Psau Goip Mivzs, Limrtep —Petn for winding up, presented May 20, directed to b> heard 


June 7. Neve & Co, Lime st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 6 


Synpicat Norp Arricaiy, Limitep —Petn for oy =. presented May 24, directed to 
ittle 


be heard June 7. Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall, Trinity ln, solors for petner, 
5 . appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon 
of June 


Txomas’s Hore., Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 26, directed to be heard 


June 14 Wild & Co, Fenchurch st, solors for liquidator. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 13. 


UnNuimitTep 1x CHANCERY. 


Sans. Gueee Tromas, Duke st, Reading, Ironmonger—Creditors are required, on or 


‘ore June 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their claims, 
to Arthur Ayres, 22, Market pl, Reading 


London Gazette.—Turspay, May 31, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CaANnceERY. 


I. 8. C. Synpicate, Limrrep (1n LiquipaTion) -Creditors are required, on or before July 8, 


to send their pames and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick William Heale, 114, Union ct, Old Broad st. Hill, Fenchurch st, solor for 
liquidator 


Linutow Yarn Co, Luirep (which company has been reconstructed and registered 


with the same title) Creditors are required, on or before July 2, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 8 A Witkes, 11, Distaff ln, 
Cannon st. Parker & Richardson, New Broad st, solors for liquidator 


Loxpon ayp Beau Lanp Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, oa or before July 12, to 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Hare 
Alied Smart, 4, George st, Lombard st. Stephenson & Co, Lombard st, solors for 
liquidator ; 


Matson pE Cram, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented May 27, directed to be heard 


June 14. Beardall & Co, George st, Hanover sq, solors for p®tner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 13 


N. B. O. K. Syspicate, Limirep ‘1x Liquipation) — Creditors are required, on or before 


July 8, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to yonk Hall Kingham, 9 and 10, Fenchurch st. Hill, Fenchurch st, solor for 
liquidator 


West Coast Expioreas (Pareyt Synpicate), Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or 


befure July 2 to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to W W Futcher, Gresham House, Old Broad st. Parker & Richardson, New 
Broad st, solors for liquidator 


West Coast Gouvrretys, Limrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 


July 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James Henry Skrine Hanning, 99, Gresham st 


Wuinananrv, Limitrep —Creditors are required, on or before July 2, ab their names 


and add and the iculars of their debts or claims, to H more, 15, 
Co; av. Parker & , New Broad st, solors for liquidator 
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"Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 27. 
RECEIVING ORDE 
AppLEoaM, 8, Well st, Hackney High Court Pet May 3 
Ord % 


May 
GzoreE, Gloucester rd, peeve Park, Priuter 
Berrien Court PetMay 25 Ord May P 
Barrrain, CATHERINE, -“ Wasnen Basrran, Bangor, 
iterers Bangor Pet May 24 
Burper, W Cxcit, St Clement’s House, Clemext’s In High 
Court Pet May4 Ord May 24 
Byorr, Ropert WILLIAM, Hoddesdon, Herts, Builder Hert- 
ford Pet May 24 Ord May 2% 
— pacman Bugle, Cornwall, Draper Truro Pet 


May 
hg "Seen Harry, Manchester, Baker -Manchester 
Pet May 20 y 20 
Devittz, Micnazt Tuomas, Sheffield, Iron Merchant 
Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Drake, ALBERT es ey nr Totton, oT me 
Farmer Sout! —_ Pet May3 Ord May 
Easteats, J, Sutton h Court Pet May 4 Od May 20 


“a Witiiam Sheepy Magna, nr Atherstone, Warwick, 
ares Machine Foreman Birmingham Pet May 
20 Ord May 20 


Faas, Saran, Islington, Basket Maker High Court Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 

Fountain, Jonn, & icone, Ealing, Coach Builders Brent- 
ford Pet May3 Ord May 20 

Garey, 2. Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees Pet 
May 


y 20 Ord May 20 
Harvey, Witu1aM, Bedford, Baker Bedford Pet May 20 
Ord May 20 
Havprmayn, Rupotrn, Leeds Leeds Pet May 19 Ord 
19 


Ma: 
Sime, ay he Tamworth, St a, Confectioner Birming- 
ham 7 Ord ‘May 
Hox, Her ¥ oolwich, rg High Court Pet April 
16 Ord May 20 
Hottoway, Witt1am Txomas, Chipping Te Oxford, 
Servant Oxford Pet May 21 Ord May 
Jett, Harry THomas, Biggleswade, Hotel oe Bedford 
Pet May 20 Ord May 20 
Jupson, JouN SAMUEL, aaanpe, Labourer Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 21 Ord May 
lowe, ARTHUR, Westminster mans, Gt Smith st, Actor 
hn Court Pet March 30 Ord May 25 
on AMUEL, Devon ~) pea Boot er Plymouth 
Pet May 2t Ord 
Martin, Toomas, Bentley. A bg ag Colliery Proprietor 
Walsall Pet May 19 Ord May 19 
Mu.er, Wituram Ricnarpson. Hythe, Kent, Oil Merchant 
Canterbury Pet May 24 agg be 
Moxps, Jou, ae Netley, nr ~ or Tailor 
uthampton Pet May 21 Ord May 
Newton, Witi14M, Mincing In, Analytieal Chemist High 
Court Pet April 28 Ord May 
Powett, Witu1aM Freperick, bioke on PR aa Salop, 
Farmer Crewe Pet May 25 Ord May 
Roserts, RicnarD, Braichmelyn, Bethesda. enero, 
Quarryman Bangor Pet May 24 Ord Ma ‘ef 
SaarP, CHakLES Brainsrorp, Nottingham ottingham 
Pet Mayo Ord May 20 
Sazrnerp, Moszs ALFRED, Swansea, Glass Merchant Swan- 
sea Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Surrnurst, JosEpH, a Lancs, Butcher Bolton Pet 
May 19 Ord May 19 
Wetts, Cuaries ee, Dover, Grocer 
‘et May 25 Ord May 
Wim Arraur & oo — rd, Peckham High 
Court Pet May6 Ord May 24 
Witis0y, Frepericx Jouy, Norwich, Mu.ic Seller Norwich 
Norwich Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bauser, Jonny Josern ow. a Watchmaker June 7 
at 11.15 Townhall, Roc 
Borver, W Ceci, 8t Senta 8 Sian Clement’s in June 
Tat ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
boresswosrs, Joan, Dearnley, nr Rochdale, Builder June 
7at 12.15 Townhall, Rochdale 
Cuarman, Ricuarp, Bugle, Cornwall, Teavelling Draper 
June 7 at12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Gnneee, James Fow.er, Oxford, Grocer June 4 at 12 
1, 8t Aldate’s, Oxford 
Daaxe, — JosEru, Winsor, nr Totton, Sou‘hampton. 
June 6at3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, 
Hi h st, Southampton 
Dyz, Cuantes, Gt Yarmouth, Grocer June 6 at 3 Off 


Canterbury 


Ree, 8, King st, Norwi 
Eastoare, J, utton, Surrey June 6 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Fouxtaix, Joux, and Suarrz, — , Ealing, Coachbuilders 


Tune 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s¢ 
one, Agruur Witu1am, Thornton Heath June 6 at 12 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 
Hanns, Ricaarp Georce. N-wmuarket, Clerk June 6 at 
30 White Hart Hotel. Newmarket 
Hay, W W,, Walbrook June 6 at 23) Bankruptcy bligs, 


Hayoier, ALBERT Henry, Manchester, Circus Proprietor 
Eq June at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

IGNETT, Piper, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Solicitor June 6 

at 2.15 rial Hotel, Colwyn Bay 
lanfair, nr Harlech, Merioneth, Labourer 
3 June 6 at 12.30 Crypt chmbre , Eastgate row, Chester 
a, Joun Grorae, Oxford st, Haney Draper June 7 at 
J 2.20 vary fd bid Carey st 

Oxes Tuomas, nrwst, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler 
J June 6 at 12.15 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Uds0N, Joan SAMUEL, Scunthorpe, Labourer June 4 at 11 
La Off’ Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

woasTen, J, J, Kilburn June 8 at 12 " pctnatey bidgs, 


Moox, Waurer, Kee & William st, Business Transfer Agent 
0 une 6 at 11 rn Uplante’ i 
SWALD, THomas —e Swansea, Ship Owner 
Ro Tune 6 at 12 Off Rec, 31, ye am wansea, 
BERTS, SAMUEL, Blaenau Festiniog, Grocer June 6 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 





SHeermMaN, Hensy Atexanper, Ash Common, Surrey, 
Baker June 6 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Wituram Artaur & Oo, “Peckham June 7 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


bes ay * BS J, Sheffield, Manufacturers’ Agent June7 at 
12 Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apams, WHITFIELD, West Chapel st, ae ee 
agent High Court Pet March #6 rd May 1 
—_~. Gsorcr Henry, x: A. 2. New rd 
High Court Pet April i3 rd May 20 
Brewer, Grorcx, Gloucester rd. _ Begents Park, Printer 
Court Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Bairrain, CATHERINE, 4 WILLIAM a Bangor, 
iterers Bangor Pet May 24 y 24 
cue, eet WIti1aM, a. Herts, Builder Hert- 


fo: et May 24 Ord May 
Cuapman, RicaarpD, Bugle, arava, Travelling Draper 
Truro 


Pet May 25 Ord Ma: 
Coz, RicnarD, Cambridge st, imolico High Court Pet 
April9 Ord May 20 
Corrie, Freperick James, Smal Heath, Birmingham, 
Stonemason Birmingham Pet May1i Ord May 20 
Com Frep Rarer , Manchester, Baker Manchester Pet 
2u 


May 20 
Davis, C: Aa ag 't James's High Court Pet March 
30 Ord May 


Davisoy, aes " Wiutiam, Walton on Thames, Fish- 
monger Kingston,Surrey Pet A “ Ord May 21 
Devittz, Micnart THomas, Sheffie Steel, 
il Merchant Sheffield Pet May 21 > May 21 
neuen, Cuartes Manners, Crouch Hill, Electrical 
ineer High Court Pet March 17 Ord May 19 
Emery, Witt1am, Sheepy Magna, nr Atherstone, Warwick, 
4 ~ my ine Foreman Birmingham Pet May 
20 


Evans, ALBERT, Yemrall Heath, ae, Flour Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Ma 12 Ord May 
es Saran, Islington, Basket Maker” High Court Pet 


May 
GREEN, ~My Darlington, Builder Stockton on Tees Pet 
May 20 Ord May 
—_——s Bedford, Baker Bedford Pet May 20 


Havrraaxx, Ruvotr, Leeds Leeds Pet May 19 Ord 


Hit, 4h de EpwarD, Sain, Auctioneers Croydon 
Pet March 18 Ord May 

Ho.tioway, WiLtiam | hg Chipping Norton, Oxford, 
Gentleman's Servant Oxford Pet May 21 Ord 


Ma 

JELL, ie Tuomas, Biggleswade, Hotel Keeper Bedford 

Pet May 20 Ord May 20 

Jupson, Joun SAMUEL, Scunthorpe, Labourer Gt Grimsby 
Pet May 21 Ord May 2 

Keytr, Ricnarp acer, *Bouth Tottenham, Colourman 
Edmonton Pet April 20 Ord May 20 

Luxe, Samvet, Devonport, Devon, Boot and Shoe Maker 
Plymouth Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Marca, Wituram WaAkrpDex, a, Boot Maker 
Birmingham Pet May 4 Ord May 19 

Martin, Somes, Bentley, A mf Colliery Proprietor 

Pet May 19 Ord May 

Miter, WiturAm Ricnarpson, Hyihe, Kent, Oil Merchant 
Canterbury Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Mixts, Marrsa, Alton, Staffs Stoke upon Trent Pet 
May19 Ord May 25 

Newton, AtFrep, Saint mn, Hunts, Brewer Bedford 
Pet Jan5 Ord ang 

a Tom Heesert, Church ct, Clement’s In, Land Agent 

High Court Pet March 21 Ord May 21 

Pune, ABNER JAMES, 7 Wilts, Builder Salis- 
bury Pet April23 Ord May 20 

Rixoy, Joun, and Jouyn } ned eit, Higham Ferrers, 
Northampton, Brick Manufacturers ‘Wechousten 
Pet April8 Ord May 20 

Roserts, Ricwarp, Braichmelyn, Bethesda, = irvon, 
Quarryman Bangor Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Pg Moses ALFRED, ee Glass Merchant 
Swansea Pet May 24 at y 24 

Simvans, Exvtzapetu Any. East Grinstead, Livery Stable 
Keeper Tunbridge Wells Pet March 24 Ord May 2t 

eer Joszrn, Bury, Butcher Bolton Pet May 19 


y 1 
Watters, |All Henry, Commercial rd High Court 
Pet ‘Gran. 16 Ord May 19 
WEL aa HARLES Freperick, Dover, Grocer Canterbury 
25 


y 
Wison te Joun, Salm, Music Seller Norwich 
™ Pet May 24 Bows donae fet With Merch » 
ABSON, ADOLF, B'shopega’ ithout, Merchant 
Court Pet Sept9 Ord May _ 
EIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 31. 
Anprrson, Grorer, Bourne, Lincs, Draper Peterborough 
Pet May 18 Ord May 28 
Baitey, Georck Artuur, and Cuaries Jonn Perxiys, 
Wellingborough, Boot Upper Manufacturers North- 
ampton Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Bartzey, Taomas Warts, Irthlingborough, Northampton, 
= Merchant Northampton Pet May 27 Ord 
a 


y 27 
Bat, Natsantret, Wrexham, Confectioner Wrexham 
B a ae in Skyning, 
arves, Henry, Skyning 8, Sussex, Miller 

Brighton Pet May 26 Ord May : 

Barnett, Sana, JEANETTE ham bad Awnre Barnett, 
Kingeland rd, Dalston, China Dealers High Court Pet 
May 28 ord May 28 

Bess, Joan, Lianllwchaiarn, nr Newtown Montgomery, 
Miller Newtown Pet May 13 Ord May 26 

Captin Noa, —7 Farmer Chemsford Pet 
May3 Ord May 

Cuspet, Davin, Robert Town, Liversedge, Yorks, Beer- 
house Keeper Dewsbury Pet Ma: 26 Ord May 26 

Cua Be Ord Ma — ect, Ros’ Contractor " Yeovil 


et 
Northampton 


Cormies, age esthongten, Grocer 
Ord May 25 
wenen KEY, om ie C, Peckham, House Furnisher High Court 


Pet April % Ord May 27 





. Witiiams, Davin, 1 
Al 


Ixix, James, Bet May 20 nr Whitchurch, Salop, Farmer 
we 26 on May 26 
me Bras, F Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
e 

Sees, Me Ww i Newcastle on 

tout JAMES, — te, Railway | Clerk Lincoln Pet May 
24 Ord May 24 

Mar.ow, Georez, Houghton on the Hill, Leicester, Black- 
smith Leicester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

Moore, ALGERNON, and Joun StagR Moore, Kast Molesey, 
Surveyors Ki m, Surrey Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

Paine, CHARLES, itehorse st, ictualler’s @ 
Merchant High Court Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Prick, Wiii1am Constant, Di Glam, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Pontypridd Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Paivnarp, Wit1iiam, Lye, Worcester, Carpenter Stour- 
bridge Pet May 20 Oe ng & 

Pu “oy RicHarp, by orks, Invkeeper York 

et May 27 Ord May 27 

Quicker, WiLL14M Henry, Swansea, Saddler Swansea Pet 
May 26 Ord May 26 

Rosertson, WILLIAM JAMES, y Aareeeel, Tobacconist Liver- 
pool Pet May 28 Ord May 28 

RussgL1, ja ee, Yorks, Builder Bradford Pet 
May 27 Ord May 27 

ScuaRPENBERG, Henry Hans, + at Bayswater High 
Court Pet Sept3 Ord May 

Secxer, ALBERT, Lavenham, Soffolk, Baker Colchester 
Pet May 26 Ord May :6 

a" Writsax Joun, Bournemouth Poole Pet May 26 


Sreap, Fee dong Bristol, Grocer Leominster Pet May 26 


Or 
Srrv — Saw Leake, Albermarle st, Piccadilly High 
Pet May5 Ord May 26 
Ply panes Grorcre James, Stoke lane, Somerset 
Frome Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
TuorreE, OW rst, Northwold, Noriolk, Goer Norwich 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Uwiss, Eow ARD NEewnuam, Minster rd, West eles 
Publisher’ 2 are High Gourt Pet 


Ord May 
WALKE! ae High Court Pet April 18 Pet May 26 
Warp, GILBERT —— un, Newcastle on Zyne, Mer- 
Sars Clerk on Tyne Pet May 7 Urd 
27 
Wann! Ernest, Plasmarl, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet 
May 26 ord May 26 


Wiours, F or West apne, Builder High Court Pet 


May 6 on 
hotness = ~ som, Glam, Collier 
beravon Pet — 28 Ord 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Aes, James, Leicester, Grindery Dealer June 8 at 12 
Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
June 10 at 12 Bank- 


ApPpLeBoAM, 8, Well st, ‘ 
ru; gs, Carey » 

Boom, ames Georce WILLIAM, Hull, Compositor June 
9 at 2.30 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Bess, Jouy, Se pr Newtown, m, Teentgumery, 
Miller June 15 at 1 30 1, High st, Newto 

Brapsury, Heasert, Hucknall Torkard, Notts June 9 at 
12 Off Ree, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Brewer, Bronce, Gloucester be Regent’ s Park, Printer 
June 9 at 11 ee © ldge, Carey st 

CuamBers, Joun, & verpool, Forwarding Agent 
June 8at2.30 Off ee, 8 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Cioven, Davin, Liversedge, Yorks, Beerhouse Keeper 
dune 8 at 11 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, 


Heath, Birmingham 


Dewsbury 
Corrie, Freperick James, Small 
174, Corporation ast, 


stumemason June ® at Ill 
Birmingham 
Cronk, Wansen JAMES, Guarion, Bulder June 8 at 12.30 
Railway app, London Bridge 
C, Mansfiela, Notts, Diaper June 9 at 11 
ff Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Dakin, Basic, Derby June8 at 11,30 Off Rec, 47, Full 


pontine Cuaries Wituram, Walton on Ca, 
monger June 10at 12.30 24, Railway app, 
Bridge 
Exus, Hasas Row ey, Gt Grimsby, potion June 8 at 11 
Off 5, Osborne st, Gt 
> oe ten ” Liverpool Tolington. Basket Maker June 
at ll Bankruptcy bidgs gs, Carey st 
sean Ricuarp, Wimbledon. rr Dealer June 8 
at li 30 24, Railway app, 
Farrow, Herpert Jony, At + mabe og orfolk, Grocer 
June 8at3 Off Rec, 8, King st. Norwich 
Franks, WILLIAM Henny. Deal, Kent, Insurance Agent 
June 9 at 12 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, st, Can: ury 
Freeman, Joun Watts, Frome, Tailor June 8 at 11.30 


Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Granam, WILLIAM, Grocer June 10 at 12.30 Off 


Rec, 34, 
Harvey, Wiuiam, Bedford, Baker June 8 at 12.30 Off 
, Bridge st, N 
Heatu, "Water, Draper June 9at11 174, 
nD 
ing Norton, Oxford 


eagerness WILtlaM . Chi 
June’ at 12 1, mar Sas = 


Horne. Pot ies, 
11.45 : Bihopaton, Drs 


coe 2 H a ybidey’ ag Le June 9 at 12 


30, Mi Newcastle up. n Tyne 
bean ‘ins, Lim rare Ang Railway Clerk June9ati12 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincola 


aa or Wiutor, Bottesford, Leicester June 9 at 
11.30 Off Rec, £ Sato Park st, Notting! ‘ham 
Lewis, Percy P, Caterham June 10 at 11.90 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge 
aa Marraew, Cae, Ste Dealer June 10 
at 12 Off Rec, 34, Fisher st, 
Marspatt, Jonn Feepenick, North Hykeham, Lincoln, 
Boot Dealer June8ati12 Off 47, Full st, Derby 
Mitier, W114 Ricsarpson, Hythe, Kent, Oil Merchant 
June 9 at 9.30 ggg he 3 e st, Canterbury 
Tailor Jens 8at3 
st, Southampton 


Monps, Joun, N 
Off Rec, Mi "Bank chmbra, High st, 


24, 
CuNNINGHAM, 
0: 


i> Duper June 8 at 
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Norton, Tuomas James, Rock Ferry, Chester, Estate | a, Te Manufactnrers North- | Owsy, Jou, Newtown, Montgo og Photographer Ney New. 
Agent’s Clerk JuneSat 12 Off , 4 35, Victoria st, |» —- Pet win +h h, town Pet April21 Ord 
Liverpool | Bartzy, Tuomas Warts, Irthlingboro pe = Whi 
Cormeen, Aneme, Liverpool, Solicitor June 8 at | General Merchant Northampton "Bet May 27 r—-, S High Court "tone i (ictualler’s 


1230 Off 35, Victoria street, Liverpoo May 27 

Patz, CHagies, Whitehorsest Licensed Victuallers’ Glass | Banves, Hevny, Saas, Sussex, Miller Brighton Pet | 
Merchant Mig 4 4 a —e a May 2s Ord May 

Punto, Ricnarp, Wetherby, Yorks, Innkeeper June 9a = Li ‘ h Keepe 
12.30 Off Rec, The Red House, ‘Duncombe pl, York 2 —_ ” et ing, You, cre rm 

Russe., — o Skipton, Builder June 10 at 3 Off Rec, | Curtirosp, Hewry, Ash, Bomerset, Baad Contractor Yeovil 
20 ere ea tera en, Suffolk, Baker June Gatit|_ Pet May28 Ord May 

SrckeR, ALBERT, Laven! ame, juffo ee vuneca | De Lacy, Joun James, fond Howarp Kyan De Lacy, 


, Princes st, Ipswic 
Suernzep, Moszs Atrkep, Swansea, Glass Mavtemt Liverpool Electrical Engineers Liverpool Pet April 
June $at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swa 26 ay 26 4 
Srevenson, Putiip Leake, Albemarble st, ‘Precaily | | Drake, ALBERT JosePH, Winsor, nr Totton, Setenghe, 
June 8 at 220 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st farmer Southampton Pet May3 Ord May 26 

Stock, Agtzemus Grorce James, Stoke lane, Somerset, | Fartey, Ric#arD, Wimbledon, pees Sake Kingston, 
Miller JuneS8ati12 Off 26, Baldwin st, Bristol | Surrey Pet April 28 Ord May 

Turvyer, Joun Levitt, Kingston upon Hull June 8 at 11 Goopman, ALBERT, Northampton, Sune Northampton 
Off Rec, Trinity Housein, Hull Pet May25 rd May 25 

Uspexwoon, WivuraM Henry, Chesterfield, Plumber June | eae nce Carlisle, Grocer Carlisle Pet May 16 

Geese, T Wy, Ryde, I of W, Dealer in Works of Art 

Warp, Giupert Coan_es, jun, Newca-tieon Tyne, Merchant's | eo Pet March 22 Ord May 28 
Clerk June 8ati2 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle | | Hix, ALTE West 
on Tyne | Sromwich Pet April12 Ord May 27 

Wiatey, FRayx, West ‘Dulwich, Builder June 9 at 11 | 
Bankruptev bldgs, Carey st 

Witiiams, Danret, Swansea, Butcher June 9 at 11.30 





Angel Hotel, Chesterfield | 
wise LH June 9 at 12 Rapkruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
rk, Smethwick, staffs, Se 
Weis. Coartes Frepericx, Dover, Grocer June 9 at9 | Ixin, James, Ightfleld, nr oe BSalop, Farmer 
Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterb’ Crewe Pet May 26 Ord Ma 
t May 26 Ord May 26 
Siemens, Cuartes, Boar’s hill, Berks, ed House | 
Keeper Oxford Pet —_ 9 Ord May 
| Lewes, vam ee Lincoln, Railway Clerk Lenccin Pet May 
24 


| MacNavauton, Marrenw, Cycle Dealer Carlisle 
Pet May 13 Ord p< be 
Ma.oiracsi, Rupo.r So om Share Dealer High Court 
Pet May 27 Ord May 
| Mar.ow, Grorer, Houghton-on-the-Hiill. Leicester, Black- 
emith Leicester Pet May 28 Ord May 28 


, 31, Alexandra rd. Swansea 
WIAs, Jonx, Newport, Mon, Builder June8ati11 Off 
Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
Wiis, Georce Crocker, Branksome. Dorset, Baker June 
9at12.30 Off Rec, City -hmbrs, Endless st Salisbury 
Witison, Faeperick Jouy, Norwich, Music Seller June 8 
at 3. ff Rec, 8, King at, Norwich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barrey, Grorce Artuur, and Cuartes Joun Perxrns, ' 





Prick, Wit1am Constant, Dinas., Glam, ne 
Victualler Pontypridd Pet May 26 Ord May 28 
PritrcuarD, WiLi1aM, Lye, pS mae Carpenter tour. 
bridge Pet May 20 Ord Ma 

| Po onron. Ricuarp, Market pl, Wetberby, Yorks, Innkeeper 
York Pet May 27 urd May 27 

Quicke, WILLIAM pons: Swansea, Saddler Swansea 
May 26 Ord May 27 Pa 


Ranxix, Rosert E High Court Pet March 23 Oyj 
May 25 


y 
Rosertson, Witit1am James, Liverpool, 
Liverpool Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
ae JAMES, sr” Yorks, Builder Bradford Pet 
May 27 Ord Ma 
Scroces, Ramet ng Rentece Sewell Manor, nr Dun- 
stable, Auctioneer Luton Pet April 22 Ord May 98 
Sxzcxer, Avspert, Lavenham, Suffolk, Baker Colchester 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Simons, Witttam Jonny, Bournemouth Poole Pet May % 


Tobacconist 


May 26 : 
Sreap, Groreer, Bristol, Grocer Leominster Pet May 26 
rd May 26 


| Stock, ArTemus GeorGE JAMES, << 4 Le Somerset, 


May 2 | 
| Jowns, Evay, a Gln, Collier Pontypridd | 


Miller Frome Pet May 27 Ord M: 

| Teacue, GEORGE ees, Bristol, beset tet Pet 
May 5 Ord May 

| Sau WESLEY. Northwold, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich 
Pet "May 26 Ord May 

Uwins, Epwarp NewnuHaw, Silica rd, West Hampstead, 


Publisher’s Representative High Court Pet May 8 
Ord May 28 
Warts, Ernest. Plasmarl, Swansea, Baker Swansea Pet 


May 26 Ord May 26 
Wituiams, Davip The Rhydings, nr Neath, Glam, Collier 
Neath Pet May 28 Ord May 28 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


Teirorarnic ADDRESS— 
NATDIS, LONDON. 


35, CORNHILIR, LONDON, B.C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





DIRECTORS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq., Chairman. 
FREDERICK WILLIAM GREEN, Esq. 
WALTER MURRAY GUTHRIE, Esq - MP. 
FREDERICK LEVERTON HARRIS, Esq. -» LP. 


Sub-Manager: WATKIN W, WILLIAMS. 


LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHALMERS, Esq. 
F. C. K. FLEISCHMANN, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 

Manager: PHILIP HAROLD WADE. 


TELEPHONE— 


No. 1419 AVENUE. 


Reserve Fund, £400,000, 


SIGISMUND FERDINAND MENDL, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esa. 
CHARLES DAVID SELIGMAN, Esq. 

Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY. 


Auditors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Esq. (Messrs. Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.), 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION OF LONDON AND SMITH’S BANK, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 


one 


Longer Periods upon Specially Agreed Terms. 


received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 


Investments and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. All 


Communications on this subject to be addressed to the Manager. 








The oldest, most successful, and largest Company 
transacting Mortgage Insurance Business. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES. 
SPECIAL INDEMNITIES. 


ECURITY to the HIGH COURTS of 
JUSTICE, to a PROBATE COURT, COMMIS- 
SIONERS of LUNACY 


MORTGAGES GUARANTEED BY 


THE OCEAN ACCIDENT AND CUARANTEF 
CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


who are also prepared to 
AGT AS TRUSTEES. 
Founpep 1871. 
Funds, 3ist Dee., 1903 - - £1,3287,98 
The Corporation has paid in 
Claims over - - - - £4,000,G00 
RICHARD J. PAULL, 
General Manager and Secretary. 
Heap Orrice: 36 to 44, MOORGATE S8T., LONDON, E.C 
Law Courts Branca: 27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
West Env Brancu: 11, PALL MALL, 


ECONOMIC LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY, 
6, New Bridge Street, Blackfriars, E.C. 


FOUNDED 1823. 


Funds in Hand - - £4,220,000. 


FREEHOLD AND LEASEHOLD MORTGAGES. 
REVERSIONS. 





DEATH DUTIES. 


The Policies of the Economic, being Free from all 
Conditions and issued at Minimum Premium Rates, are 
y suitable to provide for these Duties and to meet 

the requirements of family settlements. 


MESSRS. GIBSON & WELDON, 
Solicitors (Editors of “Law Notes,” &c.), continue to 
pees & in ee and by Post, Students ie Intermediate 
Ezaminanons of Ww . — Address 
Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancery-lane, W.C. » 7 
Honours, pm ty 1904. 
Twenty-one of the 23 Honoursmen were Pupils, including 
all (5) Hrizemen. 
At the Intermediate 6 in the First Class. 
Nore.—The siz months’ class for January Final, 1905, 
commences J une 17th. 


—— LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 








HE LONDON and WESTMINSTER 
Ofos 0, Bt Martin’ ine, WC, 48, Lamdon-wal,B- 
ces : 63, St. in’ s- “, on-wall, E.C 
BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (London), | ADVANCE MONEY on ae ure, leases, 
eee oe University Law Scholar.— Tuition for Bar, | life Poy ome et yab “ TNCLUDIN 
Solicitors’, University, and other Law Examinations orally One Year, Week 4 é Monthiy 4 19 19 3 
Po oF fdividual) ot by correspondence. Classes for Bar, Sa) ts ” 1% 8 ” £117 6 
London LL.B. will commence in dee. £30 "6 » £012 8 £216 3 
Pupils may eo entered at once, Correspondence Courses £50 
are now fo tently. —For particulars, ye and further £100 


y personally or post to Mr. W. H. 
ye Baxoats, Becta Lond Cheeze W =¢ School of 4 1, Old Ser- 





a ‘rates for bills 0 








| 


MESSRS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES 


(Editors of the “ Law Students’ Journal,” &c., pe | 
22, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., continue to read 
Students, both in Class and Privately and through the Post, 


| for the Solicitors’ Final and Intermediate Examinations 
| and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter. 


Pupils have the use of a set of rooms and the library at 
22, cery-lane, for study during the day. 
‘November #inal. - Five months’ class Coe 7th June. 
Ni Intermediate.—Three months’ class begins 





August. 





2. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 

to PREPARE for the SOLICITORS” FINAL and 

INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; payment by result. 

—Particulars on ene, personally’ or by letter, at 9, 
Chancery Lane, 





Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep 1s tHe Reiay or Witiiam & Mary, 1689. 
ROBE COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 
To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


‘SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LBVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 








I sums in 
Syst brie dint poke 93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





. THI 


Curne: 
Co: 


Porc 
VIE} 


